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Abstract:

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, in cooperation with the State of Colorado,
proposes to promulgate a state-specific rule to manage roadless area values and characteristics
on National Forest System (NFS) lands in Colorado. The proposal is responsive to a recognized
need to balance local, State, and national interests in providing management direction for
roadless areas on NFS lands in Colorado. This environmental impact statement (EIS) analyzes
and displays expected physical, biological, and social-economic consequences of four
alternatives of the proposed Colorado Roadless Rule. Alternative 1 (2001 Roadless Rule), would
establish a state-specific roadless rule for Colorado that would retain the inventoried roadless
area boundaries and roadless area management provisions contained in the 2001 Roadless Rule,
for management of roadless areas on NFS lands in Colorado. Alternative 2 (proposed Colorado
Roadless Rule), would establish a state-specific roadless rule for Colorado that modifies the
roadless area boundaries and roadless area management provisions from the existing 2001
Roadless Rule, primarily to provide for additional management flexibility in roadless areas.
Additionally alternative 2 designates 562,200 acres of roadless areas as upper tier, which are
areas receiving a higher level of protection. Alternative 3 (forest plans alternative-no action)
would not establish a state-specific roadless rule for Colorado but would use management
direction contained in the land management plans (forest plans) for each of the national forests
in Colorado. Alternative 4 (provisions of alternative 2 with public proposed upper tier) would
establish a state-specific roadless rule for Colorado with the same provisions as alternative 2 but
would include 2,614,200 acres designated as upper tier.


http://www.roadless.fs.fed.us/colorado
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SUMMARY OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

DOCUMENT STRUCTURE

The Forest Service has prepared an environmental impact statement (EIS) in compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant federal laws and regulations.
The EIS discloses the potential environmental consequences that may result from the proposed
action and alternatives. This summary presents the pertinent information from the full EIS in
abbreviated form.

Supporting documents for the EIS may be found in the EIS record, located at the Forest
Service’s Rocky Mountain Regional Office, 740 Simms Street, Lakewood, CO. Some supporting
documents, and the full EIS, are also available on the Web at www.roadless.fs.fed.us/colorado.

BACKGROUND

The Forest Service administers approximately 14,520,000 acres of publicly-owned lands in
Colorado distributed among eight national forests and two national grasslands. These national
forests and grasslands are characterized by a diverse array of landscapes, ecosystems, natural
resources, and land use activities. Management of each national forest and grassland is
governed by a land and resource management plan (forest plan), along with numerous land
management laws, regulations, policies, and agency directives. Laws and regulations take
precedence over management direction in the forest plans where conflicts in management
direction exist.

In January 2001, a Roadless Area Conservation Rule (2001 Roadless Rule) was adopted into
regulation at 36 CFR 294, following completion of a final EIS (USDA Forest Service 2000a). The
2001 Roadless Rule applied to national forests nationwide. It provided overarching protections
for 58.5 million acres! of inventoried roadless areas (IRAs) (about 30 percent of NFS lands in the
country) by prohibiting road construction and reconstruction and timber harvest in IRAs except
under certain exceptional circumstances. The intent of the 2001 Roadless Rule was “to provide
lasting protection for IRAs within the context of multiple-use management” (USDA Forest
Service 2000a).

! Approximately 9.3 million acres of roadless areas in Alaska’s Tongass National Forest were exempted from the
2001 Roadless Rule.
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Inventoried Roadless Areas in Colorado (Alternative 1 & 3)
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Figure 1. Inventoried roadless areas in Colorado

The 2001 Roadless Rule identified approximately 4,433,000 acres, or about 31 percent, of the
National Forest System (NFS) lands in Colorado as IRAs. For this EIS, private land and
congressionally designated land was removed from the inventory. Management of
congressionally designated land is governed by laws that supersede any roadless area rule2.
Figure 1 displays the IRAs that are evaluated in this EIS, and are common to alternatives 1 and

3. There are 4,243,600 acres within the IRAs for these two alternatives. Maps are available in the
full EIS and on the Web at www.roadless.fs.fed.us/colorado.

Roadless area characteristics, as defined in the 2001 Roadless Rule preamble (66 FR 3244) and
referred to in the proposed Colorado Roadless Rule, are summarized as follows: high quality or
undisturbed soil, water, or air; sources of public drinking water; diversity of plant and animal
communities; habitat for threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and sensitive species,
and for those species dependent on large, undisturbed areas of land; primitive, semi-primitive
motorized, and semi-primitive non-motorized classes of dispersed recreation; reference
landscapes; natural-appearing landscapes with high scenic quality; traditional cultural

? Congressionally designated areas include such lands as Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Protection Areas
(described in EIS Appendix A, Table A-1)
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properties and sacred sites; and, other locally identified unique characteristics.

In May 2005 Colorado enacted Senate Bill 05-243 (C.R.S. § 36-7-302) directing formation of a 13-
person bipartisan taskforce to make recommendations to the Governor regarding the
appropriate management of roadless areas on the national forests in Colorado. In November
2006, Colorado Governor Bill Owens petitioned the Secretary of Agriculture to undertake state-
specific roadless rulemaking for Colorado. The State’s petition was considered for rulemaking
by the Secretary of Agriculture in accordance with the Administrative Procedures Act, section
553(e) of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and the Department of Agriculture’s
rulemaking procedures at 7 CFR §1.28. In April 2007, newly-elected Governor Ritter
resubmitted the petition with minor modifications (Colorado Office of the Governor 2007). In
June 2007, the State and the U.S. Forest Service presented the petition with modifications to the
Department’s Roadless Area Conservation National Advisory Committee (RACNAC). The
RACNAC provided recommendations on the State petition to the Secretary of Agriculture
(USDA RACNAC 2007a). In August 2007, the Secretary of Agriculture accepted the State’s
petition and directed the Forest Service to work in cooperation with the State of Colorado to
initiate rulemaking (USDA RACNAC 2007b).

The Forest Service published a proposed rule to establish direction for conserving roadless areas
on NFS land in Colorado on July 25, 2008 (73 FR 43544). Throughout the process, the United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA), State, and Forest Service repeatedly heard public
comment requesting a reduction in the scope of the proposed exceptions for tree-cutting, sale or
removal and road construction and reconstruction. Based on these public comments, the State
requested the USDA to postpone further rulemaking efforts until the State considered revision
of its petition.

The State held a comment period from August 3 to October 3, 2009. The State received
approximately 22,000 comments, with most being form letters. The result was a revised petition
submitted to the Secretary of Agriculture on April 6, 2010. Based on the petition, the State and
the Forest Service developed regulatory language for a proposed Colorado Roadless Rule that
would govern management of roadless areas on NFS lands in Colorado. Because of the changes
in the boundaries of the Colorado Roadless Areas (CRAs) and the number of changes in the
proposed rule, the Secretary of Agriculture initiated a public comment period on the revised
proposed rule and this EIS.

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

The Department, the Forest Service, and the State of Colorado agree there is a need to provide
management direction for the conservation of roadless area values and characteristics within
roadless areas in Colorado. In the petition, the State of Colorado has indicated that there is a
need to develop state-specific regulations for the management of Colorado’s roadless areas for
the following reasons:

1. Roadless areas are important because they are, among other things, sources of drinking
water, important fish and wildlife habitat, semi-primitive or primitive recreation areas,
and naturally appearing landscapes. There is a need to provide for the preservation of
roadless area characteristics.

2. As recognized in the 2001 Roadless Rule, tree-cutting, sale or removal, and road
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construction/reconstruction have the greatest likelihood of altering and fragmenting
landscapes, resulting in immediate, long-term loss of roadless area values and
characteristics and there is a need to generally prohibit these activities in roadless areas.
Since the 2001 Roadless Rule was promulgated, some have argued that linear
construction zones (LCZs) also need to be restricted.

3. In addition to the concerns articulated in the 2001 Rule, there is a need to accommodate
State-specific situations and concerns in Colorado’s roadless areas. These include the
following:

a. reducing the risk of wildfire to communities and municipal water supply
systems

b. permitting exploration and development of coal resources in the North Fork
coal mining area

c. permitting of construction and maintenance of water conveyance structures
d. permitting access to current and future electrical power lines
e. accommodating existing permitted or allocated ski areas.

4. There is a need to ensure that Colorado roadless areas are accurately mapped.

PROPOSED ACTION

The Department, in cooperation with the State of Colorado, proposes to promulgate a state-
specific rule to manage roadless areas and conserve roadless area characteristics on NFS lands
in Colorado.

The Colorado Roadless Rule would establish a system of Colorado Roadless Areas (CRAs) with
protections for management of these areas replacing the Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) for
National Forest land in Colorado. CRAs would be identified on a set of maps maintained at the
Forest Service national headquarters office, including records of adjustments to such maps
pursuant to the final Colorado Roadless Rule. The CRAs upper tier acres, which are a subset of
CRAs receiving a higher level of protection, would be identified on the same set of maps.

The proposed Colorado Roadless Rule would use the most accurate mapping information and
adjust roadless area boundaries by:

a. correcting mapping errors that primarily resulted from improvements in
inventory data and mapping technology;

b. excluding private land;
excluding land substantially altered by roads and timber harvest activities;

d. excluding ski areas under permit or allocated in forest plans to ski area
development;

e. excluding congressionally designated lands such as wilderness and other
designations that take legal precedence over roadless area regulations; and

f. including unroaded areas outside IRAs that contain roadless area characteristics.
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The CRAs would encompass approximately 4.19 million acres of NFS land in Colorado,
distributed among 363 separate roadless areas (Appendix A). The proposed Colorado Roadless
Rule provides for future adjustments to be made to CRA boundaries (Map Packet, Map 3),
subject to a public review and comment, and applicable NEPA or rulemaking requirements.
The Forest Service national headquarters office would maintain the official map of CRAs, which
would be readily available to the public.

The Colorado Roadless Rule includes a management strategy for activities and land uses within
CRAs that are tailored to meet the unique circumstances present in Colorado. Road construction
and reconstruction, tree-cutting, sale or removal and linear construction zones are prohibited
within the CRAs with limited exceptions. Chapter 2 describes the proposed rule in greater
detail, along with other alternatives considered in this analysis.

Table 1. National forest administrative units in Colorado and associated forest plan approval date

National forests in Colorado Date of approved forest plan
Arapaho-Roosevelt National Forests 1997

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 1983

Manti-La Sal National Forest 3 1986

Routt National Forest 1998

Pike-San Isabel National Forests 1984

Rio Grande National Forest 1996

San Juan National Forest (Revision in progressl;gdsrift revised plan 2007)
White River National Forest 2002

The proposed Colorado Roadless Rule establishes boundaries for Colorado roadless areas
(CRAs) and associated provisions for managing those areas. The rule maintains many of the
2001 Roadless Rule prohibitions on road construction and reconstruction and tree-cutting
activities in roadless areas; however, there are some important differences. The proposed rule
differs from the 2001 Rule primarily by adding an upper tier with more restrictions than the
2001 Rule, by adding additional requirements to exceptions found in the 2001 Rule, and by
providing a limited set of exceptions that are not found in the 2001 Rule.

As requested by the Governor’s petition, the proposed Colorado Roadless Rule adjusts roadless
area boundaries by: (a) adjusting some roadless area boundaries to correct mapping errors that
primarily resulted from improvements in inventory data and mapping technology; (b) not
including acres substantially altered by existing roads and past timber harvest activities; (c) not
including ski areas currently under permit or allocated to ski area management areas adjoining
operating ski areas in forest plans; (d) not including congressionally designated lands such as
wilderness that take legal precedence over roadless area regulations; (e) including in CRAs
some additional unroaded acreages that are outside IRAs.

The proposed CRAs encompass approximately 4.186 million acres, or about 29 percent, of NFS
land in Colorado, distributed among 363 separate roadless areas (Figure 2). The scope of the

proposed action is primarily limited to tree-cutting, road construction and reconstruction, and
the use of linear construction zones within roadless areas. Portions of the CRAs are designated

} Only 27,000 acres of the 1.4 million-acres of the Manti-La Sal National Forest occur in Colorado; the rest are in
Utah and not subject to the EIS.
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as upper tier acres with fewer exceptions to the prohibitions. The proposed rule would not

affect land use permits, contracts, or other legal instruments issued prior to the effective date of
a rule. The scope of the proposed rule is programmatic in nature and intended to guide future
actions proposed to occur within CRAs. This proposal does not authorize the implementation of

any ground-disturbing activities, but rather it describes circumstances under which certain

activities may be allowed or restricted within roadless areas in the future. Where conflicting
management direction exists between forest plans and a Colorado Roadless Rule provision, the

more restrictive direction would prevail.

Alternative 4 has the same CRA boundaries as alternative 2 and the same rule provisions. The
difference is there are more acres within the CRAs that are designated as upper tier acres where

there are fewer exceptions to the prohibitions (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Alternative 4 Proposed Colorado roadless areas with Upper Tier Acres

DECISION FRAMEWORK

The Secretary of Agriculture or a delegated designee will decide whether to promulgate the
Colorado Roadless Rule as proposed or one of the other alternatives analyzed in this EIS.
Promulgation of a rule involves establishing regulations, which would be issued under Title 36
of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 294. The decision to be made involves a choice
among the four alternatives analyzed in detail in this EIS, which means determining whether to:

1. Promulgate a state-specific rule to manage IRAs in Colorado pursuant to the provisions
contained in the 2001 Roadless Rule (alternative 1); or

2. Promulgate a state-specific rule to manage Colorado’s CRAs based on the State’s
petition (alternative 2) with portions of the CRAs identified as CRA upper tier acres; or

3. Take no action. No state-specific roadless rule would be promulgated. IRAs in Colorado
would be managed in accordance with the forest plans in the eight national forests
(alternative 3); or

4. Promulgate a state-specific rule to manage Colorado’s CRAs based on the State’s
petition with portions of or entire CRAs identified as CRA upper tier acres different
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from those identified under alternative 2 (alternative 4); or

5. Some combination of the provisions and inventories in the above four alternatives.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Forest Service and the State of Colorado have solicited public involvement and comments
on the development of a Colorado Roadless Rule. Below is a description of the public
involvement efforts of the Forest Service and the State of Colorado.

Forest Service Public Involvement

The Forest Service, to date, has solicited public involvement in the following ways:

On December 27, 2007, the Forest Service published a notice of intent in the Federal
Register to prepare an EIS on roadless area conservation on NFS lands in Colorado (Fed.
Reg. Vol. 72 No. 246, 72982). The Forest Service solicited comments from interested
parties from December 27, 2007 through February 25, 2008. Approximately 88,000
comments were received.

On July 25, 2008, the Forest Service published a proposed rule to establish state-specific
management direction for conserving roadless areas in Colorado (73 FR 43544). A notice
of availability for the DEIS was published in the Federal Register (73 FR 44991) and legal
notice in the newspaper of record on August 1, 2008. The availability of the regulatory
risk assessment for the proposed rule was published in the Federal Register on September
18, 2008 (73 FR 54125). All comment periods closed on October 23, 2008. In total,
approximately 106,000 comments were received.

The RACNAC held open public meetings in Washington, DC in June of 2007 and
January, July and November of 2008. In addition a meeting was held in Salt Lake City,
Utah in October of 2008. Public comments were accepted at these meetings, which
helped the RACNAC develop their December 5, 2009 recommendations to the Secretary
of Agriculture.

The Forest Service consulted with all potentially affected tribes regarding the proposed
rule from October 2007 through October 2008. Tribal consultation on this proposed
Colorado Roadless Rule is ongoing.

State of Colorado Public Involvement

In their petition process, the State of Colorado has, to date, solicited public involvement in the
following ways:

Senate Bill 05-243, signed into Colorado law on June 8, 2005, created and identified a 13-
member bipartisan task force to make recommendations to the Governor regarding
inventoried roadless areas on NFS lands in Colorado. The task force held nine public
meetings throughout the State, held six deliberative meetings that were open to the
public, and reviewed and considered over 40,000 public comments.

The State of Colorado held a comment period from August 3 to October 3, 2009 on a
State modified version of the July 2008 proposed Colorado Roadless Rule.
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TRIBAL CONSULTATION

There are two resident tribes in Colorado - Ute Mountain Ute and Southern Ute - who retain
some of their traditional land base as reservations. These two tribes retain specific hunting
rights and other aboriginal rights throughout their traditional territory including portions of the
roadless areas in Colorado. Over a dozen other tribes located outside Colorado maintain tribal
interests, including aboriginal and ceded territories, and inherent aboriginal rights within
Colorado. In 1874, Congress approved an agreement between the United States and certain Ute
Indians in Colorado, known as the "Brunot Agreement". Under this agreement, the Utes ceded
certain land to the United States but reserved a right to hunt on those lands. These lands are
predominately on the San Juan National Forest.

The Forest Service has ongoing consultation with all the potentially-affected tribes. Tribal
consultation was initiated in October 2007 and no reply letters were received during the scoping
period. However, tribal concerns that surfaced during other consultations are discussed in the
EIS. Consultation with interested or affected tribes will continue throughout the analysis and
decision-making process.

ISSUES

The NEPA implementing regulations at 40 CFR §1501.2 requires federal agencies to develop
and evaluate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal that involves
unresolved conflict concerning alternative uses of available resources. Public involvement was
used to identify points of disagreement about the proposed Colorado Roadless Rule and to
identify issues to use as a basis for developing and evaluating alternatives.

Comments that support the purpose of and need for the proposed action are not listed here as
issues but are evaluated in this EIS as to how well each alternative addresses the purpose and
need (refer to Purpose and Need section for details). For example, the alternatives are evaluated
for the degree to which they meet the stated purpose and the need to conserve roadless area
characteristics within the context of Colorado specific situations and concerns.

NEPA regulations require the agency to identify and eliminate from detailed study those issues
that are not significant or that have been covered by prior environmental review, to narrow the
scope of the analysis. Reasons for eliminating issues from detailed study include when the
issues are:

e General opinions or position statements not specific to the proposed action
e Addressed by other laws, regulations, or policies

e Not relevant to the potential effects of the proposed action, or otherwise outside the
scope of this analysis.

The following issues were eliminated from detailed study in this EIS because they are outside
the scope of the decision to be made by the Secretary of Agriculture on the proposed Colorado
Roadless Rule relative to other alternatives analyzed in this EIS (refer to sections on Decision
Framework and Scope and Applicability of the Rule):

e National Park Service management issues
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e General conditions of public lands

e Conditions of roads and facilities on national forests

e DPolitical motivations or integrity of government officials

e Public participation processes or procedures

e Funding priorities and government expenditures

e Alternative energy on national forests

e Wilderness protection or recommendations for wilderness designation

e Motorized vehicle use and routes or other travel management topics

e Access associated with livestock grazing permits and allotment management

e How the proposed Colorado Rule may set a precedent for management of roadless areas
in other states.

The following issues were carried through the analysis process to evaluate differences in the
consequences among the alternatives.

Issue —Potential effects to opportunities for community wildfire protection. Prohibiting road
construction or reconstruction and tree-cutting, sale or removal can influence the effectiveness
of efforts to reduce wildfire impacts to communities and water supply systems.

Issue - Potential loss of roadless area characteristics. The exceptions, in which road
construction or reconstruction, use of LCZs, tree-cutting, sale or removal, and some other
activities may occur in roadless areas under the proposed Colorado Roadless Rule, may result
in a loss of roadless area characteristics.

Issue - Potential loss of opportunities to explore for and develop oil and gas resources.
Prohibiting road construction or reconstruction to access oil and gas basins in roadless areas
that have not been leased prior to the effective date of rulemaking may result in a loss of
opportunities to explore for and develop oil and gas resources in those areas.

Issue - Potential reduction in native species diversity. The exceptions, under which road
construction or reconstruction, use of LCZs, tree-cutting, sale or removal, and some other
activities may occur in roadless areas under the Colorado Roadless Rule, may affect populations
of wildlife, fish, and plants, including the potential for:

e Anincrease in the prevalence of invasive plants, animals, and other organisms that can
out-compete and dominate diverse native plant and animal communities.

e A loss or reduction of wildlife or fish habitat or population viability, resulting from
reductions in unfragmented interior habitat, migration corridor connections, and
security and quality of habitat for some “at risk” species or important game species.

e Aloss or reduction of threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species habitat or
populations.

Issue - Potential loss of opportunities to explore for and develop coal resources outside the
North Fork coal area. Prohibiting construction/reconstruction of roads to access coal reserves
in areas that have not been leased (prior to the effective date of rulemaking) and/or are located
outside the North Fork coal mining area may result in a loss of opportunities to explore for and
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develop coal resources in those areas.

Issue - Potential reduction in soil and water quality. Wildfire effects can also reduce soil and
water quality. The effects of wildlife could potentially be reduced by fuels treatments. On the
other hand, the exceptions in which road construction or reconstruction, the use of LCZs, and
tree-cutting, sale or removal may occur in roadless areas under the proposed rule may result in
a decline in soil or water quality, including the potential for:

e Accelerated soil erosion or other soil impacts that can affect long-term productivity.

e Increases in stream sedimentation that can affect water quality and water uses off-site
and downstream from the roadless areas.

Issue - Potential reduction in semi-primitive recreation and related values. The exceptions in
which road construction or reconstruction, use of LCZs, tree-cutting, sale or removal, and some
other activities may occur in roadless areas under the proposed Colorado Roadless Rule may
result in a reduction in semi-primitive recreation opportunities away from the sights and
sounds of human activities and built environments, including the potential for:

e A reduction in opportunities for solitude
e A reduction in scenic quality

e Reductions in scientific and heritage benefits that might be derived from preserving the
undeveloped nature of roadless areas for future generations

Issue - Potential loss of opportunity to feasibly transport o0il and gas resources using
pipelines. Prohibiting oil and gas pipelines from going through roadless areas from lands
outside roadless areas may result in a loss of opportunity to feasibly extract and transport oil
and gas resources.

ALTERNATIVES

e Alternative 1: Provisions of the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule (2001 Roadless
Rule). This alternative establishes a state-specific roadless rule for Colorado that retains
IRA boundaries and roadless area management provisions for management of roadless
areas on NFS land in Colorado contained in the 2001 Roadless Rule. If a decision is made
to select this alternative, it would not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit, contract or
other legal instrument authorizing the occupancy and use of NFS lands issued before the
effective date of the final Rule.

e Alternative 2: Proposed Action, Colorado Roadless Rule. This alternative establishes a
state-specific roadless rule for Colorado. It modifies Alternative 2 from the DEIS based
on public comments and the revised petition submitted by the State of Colorado. It is
based on the provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule, but provides prohibitions and
specific exceptions relevant to the State of Colorado. There are 562,200 acres identified as
CRA upper tier under this alternative. Upper tier acres have fewer exceptions to the
prohibitions than the other CRA acres. If a decision is made to select this alternative, it
would not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit, contract or other legal instrument
authorizing the occupancy and use of NFS lands issued before the date of the final Rule.
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e Alternative 3: No Action, Forest Plan Direction. This alternative does not establish a
state-specific roadless rule for Colorado and all lands in the IRAs and CRAs would be
managed according to forest plan direction. The boundaries of the roadless areas shown
in this alternative for information purposes are those in the most recent forest plans and
are the same IRAs as those in alternative 1.

e Alternative 4: Colorado Roadless Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier. This
alternative establishes a state-specific roadless rule for Colorado. This alternative
provides the same prohibitions and exceptions as alternative 2. The difference is that
2,614,200 acres are identified as CRAs upper tier acres in this alternative (over 2 million
more acres in upper tier than alternative 2). If a decision is made to select this
alternative, it would not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit, contract or other legal
instrument authorizing the occupancy and use of NFS lands issued before the date of the
final Rule.

Features Common to All Alternatives

The following features apply equally to all alternatives and are not repeated in the alternative
descriptions.

e Federal and State Requirements. Management of NFS lands in Colorado are governed
by a variety of federal statutes, regulations, executive orders, and the Forest Service
Directive System. In addition, some State and local laws and regulations apply on NFS
lands within the State. All alternatives in this analysis assume that these governing
authorities are not affected.*

e Forest Plans. The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and its implementing
regulations at 36 CFR 219 obligate the Forest Service to develop, amend, or revise forest
plans. Direction set forth in forest plans for the national forests in Colorado would
continue to govern project and activity decision-making on NFS lands, including
roadless areas except where the direction contained in the chosen alternative is more
restrictive.

e Project Specific Environmental Analysis. All future proposals for road construction
and reconstruction, tree-cutting and removal, and other activities that are permissible
under any alternative must undergo appropriate environmental analysis and decision-
making processes pursuant to NEPA and its implementing regulations.

e Reserved and Outstanding Rights. Under all alternatives, the exercise of outstanding
rights for access, occupancy, and use of NFS lands within designated roadless areas
would not be affected. These include those that exist by law, treaty rights or other
authority.

e Existing Land Use Authorizations. All of the alternatives allow for the continuation,
transfer, or renewal of valid and existing land use authorizations (in permits, contracts,
and other written instruments) for activities in roadless areas, for those authorizations
that exist at the time the applicable roadless rule becomes effective. For clarification,

* One example of a federal statute is the General Mining Law of 1872, which would allow for road construction and
use within roadless areas as needed for the exploration and development of valid claims of locatable (“hard rock”)
minerals.
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“existing” authorizations under the alternatives that establish a state-specific roadless
rule for Colorado (alternatives 1, 2 and 4) would be those that currently exist or are
issued prior to adoption of the final rule. Most land use authorizations are discretionary
and authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture or his designated Forest Service official.
Examples include but are not limited to the following land uses:

o Use of existing roads and trails, including motorized travel on roads and trails
o Livestock grazing

o Recreational activities, including but not limited to hunting, fishing, hiking,
camping, mountain biking, and skiing.

Management of congressionally designated areas is governed by legislated direction that
overrides rulemaking direction for management of roadless areas. Therefore, for the purposes
of this analysis, 185,000 acres of congressionally designated areas are not included in roadless
areas under any alternative.

All alternatives identify specific areas to be managed as roadless areas. For purposes of this
analysis, alternatives 1 and 3 have the same IRA boundaries. Alternatives 2 and 4 propose
modifications of those roadless area boundaries and are referred to as CRAs. The area analyzed
for environmental effects is the same for all alternatives. Analysis for each alternative considers
both those areas within each alternative’s roadless inventory and managed as roadless
according to that alternative; and those areas outside each alternative’s roadless inventory that
is managed according to each respective forest plan. Under alternative 3, all areas are managed
according to the forest plan.

Alternative 1: Provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule

This alternative establishes a state-specific roadless rule for Colorado that retains IRA
boundaries®and roadless area management provisions contained in the 2001 Roadless Rule for
management of roadless areas on NFS land in Colorado. The newly identified roadless acres
(409,500) are not within the IRAs and would be managed according to forest plan direction
under this alternative.

Alternative 1 would allow roads to be constructed or reconstructed in roadless areas under
certain circumstances, such as those needed for:

e Protect public health and safety

¢ Emergency environmental response under the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)

e Reserved and outstanding rights, existing land use authorizations
e Road-related resource damage

e Certain federal highway projects

e Road traffic safety

> Congressionally designated acres as well as mapping errors associated with private lands and Wilderness have
been eliminated from the IRA boundaries; 4.24 million acres in IRAs.
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e Reasonable access to leaseable minerals in existing lease areas.
Alternative 1 allows tree-cutting, sale, or removal in IRAs under certain conditions, such as:
e To maintain or improve threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive species habitat

e To maintain or restore the characteristics of ecosystem composition and structure, such
as to reduce the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire effects

e  Where it is incidental to the implementation of a management activity not otherwise
prohibited by this subpart

e Where needed for personal or administrative uses provided for in 36 CFR Part 223- Sale
and Disposal of National Forest System Timber

e Within portions of IRAs where roadless area characteristics have been substantially
altered by the construction of a NFS road and subsequent timber harvest.

Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Colorado Roadless Rule

Under alternative 2, the Colorado Roadless Rule, approximately 4.19 million acres of NFS lands
in Colorado would be identified as CRAs. The Colorado Roadless Rule establishes general
prohibitions on road construction and reconstruction, LCZs, and tree-cutting, sale or removal
within CRAs, while permitting those activities under certain exceptions to address State and
local land management needs. Under this alternative, substantially altered acres within the
IRAs have been removed from the CRA inventory and would be managed following forest plan
direction. An additional 409,500 roadless acres were added to the inventory.

This alternative designates 562,200 acres as CRA upper tier acres® . These areas were identified
in forest plans, or during forest plan revision processes, as areas where tree-cutting and road
building restrictions would be appropriate.

Alternative 2 generally prohibits the cutting, sale, or removal of trees within CRAs with limited
exceptions. The Responsible Official must first determine the activity is consistent with the
applicable forest plan, and one or more of the roadless area characteristics would be maintained
or improved over the long-term (except for where tree-cutting is incidental or for personal or
administrative uses). Tree-cutting is allowed in the upper tier only for the following two
exceptions:

e Purposes incidental to management activities that are not otherwise prohibited by this
proposed Rule;

e Personal or administrative use, as provided for in 36 CFR 223- Sale and Disposal of
National Forest System Timber.

For the standard tier acres (CRA acres not designated as upper tier acres, also referred to as
“non-upper tier acres”), the above exceptions apply as do these:

e The Regional Forester determines tree-cutting is needed to reduce the wildfire hazard to
an at-risk community or municipal water supply system when within the first 2 mile of

% Colorado Roadless Areas upper tier acres refer to areas identified in a set of maps maintained at the national
headquarters office of the Forest Service, including records regarding any adjustments or modifications to such
maps. Further detail on the upper tier acres are found in Appendix Table B-8.
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the community protection zone or within the next one-mile of the community protection
zone where proposed projects are within an area identified in a Community Wildfire
Protection Plan (CWPP). Projects would focus on small diameter trees to create fuel
breaks that modify fire behavior while retaining large trees to the maximum extent
practical as appropriate to the forest type;

The Regional Forester determines tree-cutting is needed outside of the community
protection zone where there is a significant risk that a wildland fire disturbance event
could adversely affect a municipal water supply system or the maintenance of the
system. Projects would focus on cutting and removing generally small diameter trees to
create fuel breaks that modify fire behavior while retaining large trees to the maximum
extent practical as appropriate to the forest type;

Tree-cutting is needed to maintain or restore the characteristics of ecosystem
composition, structure and processes; or

To improve threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive species habitat in
coordination with the Colorado Department of Natural Resources including the
Colorado Division of Wildlife.

Roads may only be constructed in CRAs if the responsible official determines that certain
limited circumstances exist. Before allowing road construction, the official must consider a no-
road option and a temporary road option. All temporary roads constructed in CRAs would be
decommissioned and the affected landscape restored when the road is no longer needed.
Within a native cutthroat trout catchment or identified recovery watershed, the responsible
official must determine that road construction would not diminish, over the long-term,
conditions in the water influence zone and in the native cutthroat habitat.

The exceptions in alternative 2 that would allow roads to be constructed or reconstructed in
CRAs are those needed to:

Exercise reserved and outstanding rights, or as provided for in statute and treaty; this is
the only exception for road construction applicable to the upper tier acres within the
CRAs;

Repair road-related resource damage;
Improve road traffic safety; or

The Regional Forester determines a road is needed for the construction, reconstruction,
or maintenance of water conveyance structures operated pursuant to a pre-existing
water court decree.

The exceptions in alternative 2 that would allow temporary roads to be constructed or
reconstructed in CRAs are:

For public health and safety;

When the Regional Forester determines a temporary road is needed to facilitate tree-
cutting, sale or removal to reduce the wildfire hazard to an at-risk community or
municipal water supply system within the first one-half mile of a community protection
zone;

When the Regional Forester determines a temporary road is needed to facilitate tree-
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cutting to maintain or restore the characteristics of ecosystem composition, structure and
processes within the first one-half mile of the community protection zone;

e For exploration or development of an existing oil and gas lease that otherwise does not
prohibit road construction or reconstruction; or

e For coal exploration and coal-related activities in the 20,000 acre North Fork coal mining
area.

Roads constructed in CRAs under all circumstances would be closed to public motorized use.
Those roads may be used for authorized or administrative purposes, including emergencies and
law enforcement purposes.

Alternative 2 generally prohibits the use of linear construction zones within CRAs. Exceptions
to the prohibitions are when the Regional Forester determines motorized access without a linear
construction zone is not technically feasible; that within a native cutthroat trout catchment or
identified recovery watershed, a linear construction zone would not diminish, over the long-
term, conditions in the water influence zone and in the native cutthroat habitat; a linear
construction zone is consistent with the applicable land management plan direction; and one of
the following exceptions applies:

e The construction, reconstruction, or maintenance of water conveyance structures
operated pursuant to a pre-existing water court decree

e The construction, reconstruction, or maintenance of existing or future authorized
electrical power lines or telecommunication lines, if there is no opportunity for the lines
to be implemented outside a CRA without causing substantially greater environmental
damage.

e Where the Regional Forester determines a linear construction zone is needed to allow for
the construction or reconstruction of a pipeline associated with an oil and gas lease that
allows surface use within a CRA or the construction or reconstruction of a pipeline
needed to connect to existing infrastructure within a CRA from outside a CRA where
such a connection would cause substantially less environmental damage than alternative
routes. The construction of pipelines for the purposes of transporting oil or natural gas
through a CRA where the source(s) and destination(s) of the pipeline are located
exclusively outside of a CRA shall not be authorized.

Alternative 3: Forest Plans

Alternative 3 does not establish a state-specific roadless rule for Colorado and all lands would
be managed according to direction in the forest plans for the eight national forests in Colorado.
This alternative serves as the required baseline (per regulations at 40 CFR 1502.14) for
comparison of alternatives. This alternative displays roadless areas in each forest plan or its
associated records of decision which currently coincide with the 2001 Roadless Rule IRAs as
described in alternative 1. As with alternative 1, the roadless areas under alternative 3 cover
4.24 million acres.

Forest plan direction that applies to the management of all lands within the IRAs and the CRAs
includes forest plan goals (desired conditions), objectives, forest-wide standards and guidelines,
management area standards and guidelines, and descriptions of suitable uses. In each forest
plan, roadless areas overlap a number of different land management allocations.
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Forest plans may be updated through an amendment or revision process to reflect changed
conditions or specific public or management needs. The revision process includes a review and
update of the roadless area inventory of potential wilderness areas for evaluation as
recommended wilderness. In addition, project-level amendments to forest plans may be made
to make a specific project consistent with the forest plan. Subsequent forest plan amendments
and revisions may result in changes to roadless area boundaries or management direction. In
the past few years, the trend has been to allocate more roadless areas to management
prescriptions that conserve roadless area characteristics.

Alternative 3 follows forest plan direction regarding road construction and reconstruction and
applicable Forest Service directives and regulations. The directives and regulations discourage
construction of new permanent roads and require responsible officials to minimize the miles of
permanent roads to those determined to be necessary. Furthermore, the directives encourage
use of temporary roads when needed for single-use projects and authorizations.

Alternative 3 differs from the other three alternatives in that it does not include a general
prohibition on road construction or reconstruction in the roadless areas. Road construction in
these roadless areas is prohibited or limited only where there is specific forest plan direction.
Forest plan direction for road construction and reconstruction generally falls into one of four
categories:

* Road construction is prohibited except where needed for reserved and outstanding
rights or other exemptions mandated by law, regulation, or policy

¢ Road construction is generally restricted based on a desired condition or a guideline;
not a mandatory restriction

¢ Road construction is limited under certain circumstances, such as those related to the
purpose for the road, road density standards, or protection of natural resources

¢ Road construction is allowed for any multiple-use management need, where consistent
with law, regulation, or policy.

Appendix B of the EIS contains more details about road construction and tree-cutting
permissions and prohibitions under forest plan direction for each national forest. A map of
Alternative 3 in the EIS map packet shows how forest plan direction applies to each IRA.
Further details on how forest plan direction applies to the IRAs are contained in the EIS record.

Under alternative 3, there is no general prohibition on tree-cutting, sale, or removal within the
IRAs. Tree-cutting, sale, or removal would be allowed in IRAs anywhere those activities are not
specifically prohibited or limited by forest-wide or management area direction in the applicable
forest plan.

Like road construction and reconstruction, forest plan direction for tree-cutting, sale or removal
generally falls into one of four categories:

e Tree-cutting, sale, or removal is prohibited except where needed for reserved and
outstanding rights, or for other exemptions mandated by law, regulation, or policy

e Tree-cutting, sale, or removal is generally restricted based on desired conditions or
guidelines; non-mandatory direction

e Tree-cutting, sale, or removal is limited to certain circumstances, such as those related
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to the purpose of the activity or protection of natural resources

e Tree-cutting, sale, or removal is allowed as needed to meet multiple-use management
purposes.

Although management direction in the forest plans regarding tree-cutting differs by national
forest, some direction is common among plans. Common to all forest plans, tree-cutting for
non-timber purposes such as hazardous fuel reduction or wildlife habitat improvement may
occur on NFS lands that are considered unsuitable for timber production. Also common to all
forest plans, tree-cutting for timber production purposes is limited to NFS land identified as
suitable for timber production.

Forest Service planning regulations allow forest plans to be amended or revised such that the
permissions or prohibitions on road construction or tree-cutting are subject to change over time.
These changes in forest plan direction may occur as long-term programmatic amendments or
shorter-term project-specific amendments, or as forest plan revisions.

Alternative 4: Colorado Roadless Rule with Public Proposed Upper
Tier Acres

Alternative 4 has the same general prohibitions on tree-cutting, sale or removal, road
construction and reconstruction, and LCZs within CRAs, while permitting those activities
under the same exceptions as alternative 2. Identical to alternative 2, substantially altered acres
within the IRAs have been removed from the CRA inventory and would be managed following
forest plan direction, and 409,500 roadless acres have been added to the inventory.

The only difference between alternative 4 and alternative 2 is that alternative 4 designates
2,614,200 acres as CRA upper tier acres.” Under this alternative, roads would be allowed on a
portion of the CRA upper tier acres that contain existing oil and gas leases.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study

Federal agencies are required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations to
explore and evaluate all reasonable alternatives to a proposed action and to briefly discuss the
reasons for eliminating any alternatives that were not developed in detail (40 CFR 1502.14).

Three alternatives were submitted in response to information from scoping and comments on
the DEIS and were considered and eliminated from detailed study. Below is a description of
each of the three alternatives and the reasons why the alternative was eliminated from detailed
study:

e An alternative that provides the roadless area conservation provisions from alternative
1, together with the CRA boundaries from alternative 2.

This alternative is similar to alternative 1. The provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule do allow for
updating of the Inventoried Roadless Area maps?. This alternative is within the range of the

" Further details on the CRA upper tier acres in Alternative 4 are found in Appendix C and Map 6 in the map
packet.

8 In §294.11 Definitions for Inventoried Roadless Area is: “Areas identified in a set of inventoried roadless area
maps, contained in Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation, Final Environmental Impact Statement, Volume 2,
dated November 2000, which are held at the National headquarters office of the Forest Service, or any subsequent
update or revision of those maps.”
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alternatives and could be selected as alternative 1 modified because it falls within the range of
the alternatives analyzed in this EIS and to eliminate redundancy in the analysis.

e An alternative that allows for more commercial use such as increased timber harvesting.

Alternative 3 allows for increased levels of commercial use. Another alternative that allows for
increased levels of commercial use compared to alternative 2, but less than alternative 3, while
meeting the purpose and need of protecting roadless area characteristics would not result in
differences that can be meaningfully analyzed.

e An alternative that offers reduced road densities, creation of new roadless areas, and
more protective management than any of the alternatives analyzed in the DEIS.

Reducing road densities is outside the scope of this rule-making and decision framework and is
best decided during travel management analysis. In addition, alternatives 2 and 4 allow for
additions to CRAs, if needed. Alternatives 2 and 4, in response to public comments, have
identified CRAs or portions of CRAs that are proposed to be managed as upper tier acres. On
upper tier acres, more limited exceptions to the tree-cutting and road construction prohibitions
are allowed. Additional protections would not meet the purpose and need to accommodate
state-specific situations and concerns.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section compares the estimated environmental consequences of each alternative in
summary form (Table 2). These environmental consequences are described in detail in chapter 3
of the full EIS, and are summarized at the end of chapter 2 of the full EIS. The comparison table
focuses on the key differences among the alternatives and the most likely consequences.
Comparisons are based on the purpose and need for the proposed Colorado Roadless Rule as
well as the issues associated with this proposed action, as previously described. Because the
proposed rulemaking and its alternatives are broad, programmatic, and do not involve any
proposed site-specific actions, the consequences are appropriately broad and qualitative rather
than quantitative.
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Table 2. Comparison of alternatives by environmental consequences (refer to chapter 3 for details)9

Issue or Affected Resource

Alternative 1

Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2
Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule

Alternative 3
No Action
Forest Plans

Alternative 4
Colorado Roadless Rule

Fire and Fuels

Ecosystem Composition,
Structure and Processes

1,800 acres in the analysis
area have projected tree-
cutting activities to reduce
hazardous fuels each year
(900 acres within IRAS).

Least flexibility to conduct
hazardous fuel reduction and
reduce fire risk to
communities and municipal
water supply systems.

500 acres per year in the
analysis area have projected
tree-cutting activities (300
acres within IRAs) for forest
health purposes.

Fewest opportunities to
maintain and restore
ecosystem characteristics,
including resilience to insect
and disease outbreaks and
climate induced stressors.

5,900 acres in the analysis
area have projected tree-

cutting activities to reduce
hazardous fuels each year
(5,300 acres within CRAS).

Medium flexibility to conduct
hazardous fuel reduction and
reduce fire risk to
communities and municipal
water supply systems.

Unable to conduct hazardous
fuels reduction on 12% of 0.5
mile CPZ and 13% of 1.5 mile
CPZ due to upper tier acre
prohibitions.

1,000 acres per year in the
analysis area have projected
tree-cutting activities for forest
health purpose (400 acres
within CRAS).

More opportunities than
alternatives 1 and 4, but fewer
opportunities than alternative
3 to maintain and restore
ecosystem characteristics,
including resilience to insect
and disease outbreaks and
climate induced stressors.
Unable to treat upper tier
acres.

13,100 acres in the analysis
area have projected tree-
cutting activities to reduce
hazardous fuels each year.

Greatest flexibility to conduct
hazardous fuel reduction and
reduce fire risk to
communities and municipal
water supply systems.

3,500 acres per year within
the analysis area have
projected tree-cutting
activities for forest health
purposes.

Greatest opportunities to
maintain and restore
ecosystem characteristics,
including resilience to insect
and disease outbreaks and
climate induced stressors.

2,200 acres in the analysis
area have projected tree-

cutting activities to reduce
hazardous fuels each year
(1,600 acres within CRAS).

Within the CRAs that are not
upper tier acres, the flexibility
to conduct hazardous fuel
reduction and reduce fire risk
to communities and municipal
water supply systems is
identical to alternative 2.
Unable to conduct hazardous
fuels reduction on 48% of 0.5
mile CPZ and 52% of 1.5 mile
CPZ due to upper tier acre
prohibitions.

800 acres per year in the
analysis area have projected
tree-cutting activities for forest
health purposes (200 acres
within CRAS).

More opportunities to
maintain and restore
ecosystem characteristics,
including resilience to insect
and disease outbreaks and
climate induced stressors
than alternative 1 but less
than alternative 3 and
alternative 2 due to upper tier
acres.

® The analysis area is all acres within either the IRAs or the CRAs, or acres that are common between the two and are within both the IRAs and the CRAs. This
totals 4,653,100 acres. Table 3-1 explains this in more detail.
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Issue or Affected Resource

Alternative 1

Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2
Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule

Alternative 3
No Action
Forest Plans

Alternative 4
Colorado Roadless Rule

Aquatic Species and Habitat

Threatened Endangered or
Sensitive Plants

Least risk for adverse impacts
on aquatic species.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

No adverse impacts to
threatened or endangered
plants because no road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal is projected to
occur where threatened or
endangered plants exist.
Least risk to adverse impacts
to sensitive plants

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

More risk than alternatives 1
and 4, less than alternative 3
for adverse impacts on
aquatic species.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

No adverse impacts to
threatened or endangered
plants because no road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal is projected to
occur where threatened or
endangered plants exist.

More risk of adverse impacts
to sensitive plants than
alternatives 1 or 4; less than
alternative 3.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Greatest risk of adverse
impacts on aquatic species.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

No adverse impacts to
threatened or endangered
plants because no road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal is projected to
occur where threatened or
endangered plants exist.

Greatest risk of adverse
impacts to sensitive plants.
Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Less risk for adverse impacts
on aquatic species than
alternatives 2 and 3; greater
risk than alternative 1.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

No adverse impacts to
threatened or endangered
plants because no road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal is projected to
occur where threatened or
endangered plants exist.

More risk of adverse impacts
to sensitive plants than
alternative 1; less than
alternatives 2 or 3.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.
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Issue or Affected Resource

Alternative 1

Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2
Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule

Alternative 3
No Action
Forest Plans

Alternative 4
Colorado Roadless Rule

Economics

Soils

Average annual jobs
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = 489 jobs
Oil/gas production = 360 jobs
Coal production = 1,033 jobs
Average annual labor income
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = $25.3 million
Oillgas production =$ 24.6
million

Coal production = $75.2
million

Average annual value of
production associated w/ —
Oillgas drilling = $156.9
million

Oillgas production = $269.4
million

Coal production = $305.9
million

Average annual jobs
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = 489 jobs
Oil/gas production = 360 jobs
Coal production = 1,912 jobs
Average annual labor income
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = $25.3 million
Oillgas production =$ 24.6
million

Coal production = $139.1
million

Average annual value of
production associated w/ —
Oil/gas drilling = $156.9
million

Oillgas production = $269.4
million

Coal production = $566.2
million

Average annual jobs
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = 553 jobs
Oil/gas production = 406 jobs
Coal production = 1,912 jobs
Average annual labor income
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = $28.6 million
Oillgas production =$ 27.8
million

Coal production = $139.1
million

Average annual value of
production associated w/ —
Oil/gas drilling = $177.6
million

Oillgas production = $303.9
million

Coal production = $566.2
million

Average annual jobs
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = 489 jobs
Oil/gas production = 360 jobs
Coal production = 1,912 jobs
Average annual labor income
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = $25.3 million
Oil/gas production =$ 24.6
million

Coal production = $139.1
million

Average annual value of
production associated w/ —
Oil/gas drilling = $156.9
million

Oil/gas production = $269.4
million

Coal production = $566.2
million

No difference expected between alternatives at the State level in recreation, tourism, or wood products due to the lack of project
specific data needed for analysis, and the ability to substitute sites and resources at the larger, State-wide scale.

No major difference among alternatives related to the risk of soil impacts. Alternatives 1 and 4 would have the least risk of
adverse effects, and alternative 2 would have a slightly higher risk, followed by alternative 3. However, these differences are
insignificant because they would be small in magnitude and spread over a wide geographic area. Most of the potential effects
would be mitigated by site-specific mitigation measures. The risk of post-fire soil erosion may be higher under alternative 1 and
lowest under alternative 3 as a result of projected levels of fuel treatments.
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Issue or Affected Resource

Alternative 1

Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2
Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule

Alternative 3
No Action
Forest Plans

Alternative 4
Colorado Roadless Rule

Developed Ski Areas

Scenic Quality

Social Values

Terrestrial Species and
Habitat

Least opportunities for ski
area development and
expansion.

6,600 acres within the IRA
boundaries and under permit
prior to the effective date of
rulemaking would allow for
road construction and tree-
cutting, sale or removal.

Forest Plan allocations for ski
areas outside of existing
permit areas (1,700 acres)
would prohibit road
construction.

Least risk to scenic
resources.

No disproportionate negative
impact on minority or low-
income groups as defined in
the Bureau of the Census'
Current Population Reports.

Preference towards
preservation of non-
development social values.

Least risk to terrestrial
species and habitat.
Site specific design criteria

and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Greater opportunity for ski
area development and
expansion.

Forest Plan allocations for ski
areas outside of existing
permit areas (1,700 acres)
would allow road construction
and tree-cutting more than
alternative 1.

More risk to scenic resources
than alternatives 1 and 4.

Upper tier acres same as
alternative 1.

No disproportionate negative
impact on minority or low-
income groups as defined in
the Bureau of the Census'
Current Population Reports.

Slightly less than alternative 1
preference towards non-
development social values.

More risk than alternative 1
and 4 to terrestrial species
and habitat.

Tree-cutting to improve
habitat for TEPS species
prohibited in upper tier acres.
Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Forest plans can be amended
or revised to expand ski area

allocations beyond the current

allocation.

Greatest risk to scenic
resources.

No disproportionate negative
impact on minority or low-
income groups as defined in
the Bureau of the Census'
Current Population Reports.

Less preference towards non-
development social values
than alternatives 1, 2, and 4.

Greatest risk to terrestrial
species and habitat.
Site specific design criteria

and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2 within
CRA boundaries that are not
upper tier; upper tier areas
same as alternative 1.

Same as alternative 2.

More risk than alternative 1 to
terrestrial species and habitat.
Tree-cutting to improve
habitat for TEPS species
prohibited in upper tier acres.
Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.
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Issue or Affected Resource

Alternative 1

Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2
Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule

Alternative 3
No Action
Forest Plans

Alternative 4
Colorado Roadless Rule

Recreation Settings

Lands-Special Use
Authorizations

Likely to retain the greatest
proportion of acreage in
primitive or semi-primitive
settings

The substantially altered
portion of the IRA inventory
would continue to be
inconsistent with primitive or
semi-primitive settings.

The newly identified roadless
acres (409,500 acres) where
road construction and tree-
cutting, sale or removal is
projected to occur that are not
within the IRAs could shift to
less primitive settings.

Special use authorizations
issued prior to the effective
date of rulemaking would be
unaffected.

Future special use
authorizations in IRAs would
generally prohibit road
construction.

There would be no prohibition
on the use of LCZs for future
electrical power lines or
telecommunication lines,
water conveyance structures
and oil and gas pipelines from
sources outside of IRAs.

Likely to retain a high
proportion of acreage in
primitive or semi-primitive
settings. However, some
areas where road
construction and tree-cutting,
sale or removal is projected to
occur could shift to less
primitive settings.

The exclusion of the
substantially altered acreage
and inclusion of new roadless
acres would create a more
homogeneous primitive or
semi-primitive recreation
setting.

Special use authorizations
issued prior to the effective
date of rulemaking would be
unaffected.

Future special use
authorizations in CRAs would
generally prohibit road
construction.

Limited exceptions for the use
of LCZ for future electrical
power lines or
telecommunication lines,
water conveyance structures
and oil and gas pipelines from
sources outside of CRASs.

Least likely to retain a high
proportion of acreage in
primitive or semi-primitive
settings; especially where
road construction and tree-
cutting, sale or removal is
projected to occur.

Current and future special use
authorizations would
generally allow for road
construction; except where
prohibited under forest plans.

There would be no prohibition
on the use of LCZs for future
electrical power lines or
telecommunication lines,
water conveyance structures
or oil and gas pipelines.

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2.
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Summary of the Environmental Impact Statement

Issue or Affected Resource

Alternative 1

Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2
Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule

Alternative 3
No Action
Forest Plans

Alternative 4
Colorado Roadless Rule

Invasive Plants

Cultural Resources

Roadless Area
Characteristics

Air Resources

Least risk of spread of
invasive plants because this
alternative has the least
projections of road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Least risk of damage to
cultural resources because
this alternative has the least
projections for tree-cutting,
sale or removal.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Minimal effect to roadless
area characteristics because
there is little projected activity
to occur.

No consideration or regulatory
protection of roadless area
characteristics on 409,500
acres outside of IRA
boundaries.

Slightly higher risk than
alternatives 1 and 4 for the
spread of invasive plants
because this alternative has a
higher projection of road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Slightly higher risk of damage
to cultural resources than
alternative 1 because this
alternative has a high
projection of tree-cutting, sale
or removal and road
construction.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Minimal effect to roadless
area characteristics because
there is little projected activity
to occur.

Consideration and protection
of roadless area
characteristics on 409,500
acres within CRA boundaries.

Greatest risk of the spread of
invasive plants because this
alternative has the highest
projections for road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Highest risk of damage to
cultural resources because
this alternative has the
highest projection of tree-
cutting, sale or removal and
road construction.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

More effect to roadless area
characteristics because there
is an increase in projected
activities to occur compared
to the other alternatives.

Some risk of adverse effects
to roadless area
characteristics because there
are no regulatory prohibitions
on road construction, use of
linear construction zones or
tree-cutting, sale or removal
on any of the analysis area.

Slightly higher risk than
alternative 1 but less than
alternative 2 for the spread of
invasive plants because this
alternative has a higher
projection of road construction
or tree-cutting, sale or
removal.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Less risk than alternative 2
due to more acres in the
upper tier.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Minimal effect to roadless
area characteristics because
there is little projected activity
to occur.

Consideration and protection
of roadless area
characteristics on 409,500
acres within CRA boundaries.

Differences in effects on air quality do not substantially differ between the alternatives. Atmospheric emissions within the analysis
area are not expected to increase to a level that would be likely to exceed State or federal air quality standards.
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Issue or Affected Resource

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Provisions of the 2001 Proposed Action No Action Colorado Roadless Rule
Roadless Rule Colorado Roadless Rule Forest Plans

Administratively and
Congressionally Designated
Areas

Wilderness

There are no differences between the alternatives to administratively or congressionally designated areas because none of the
alternatives project tree-cutting, sale or removal or road construction in administratively designated areas and tree-cutting, sale or
removal or road construction is prohibited in congressionally designated areas.

Alternatives 1 and 2 have a low likelihood of affecting Higher risk of adverse effect Same as alternatives 1 and 2.
wilderness characteristics because tree-cutting, sale or to wilderness areas because

removal and road construction are prohibited in Wilderness of the high projections for

areas and projected activities within roadless areas are not tree-cutting, sale or removal

expected to occur adjacent to Wilderness area boundaries. and road construction and a

higher likelihood that these
activities could occur adjacent
to Wilderness boundaries.
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CHAPTER 1. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

The Forest Service has prepared this environmental impact statement (EIS) in compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant federal laws and regulations.
This EIS discloses the potential environmental consequences that may result from the proposed
action and alternatives.

DOCUMENT STRUCTURE

This EIS document is organized into five chapters followed by appendices and related
documentation:

e Chapter 1 - Purpose of and Need for Action. Chapter 1 presents the background
information about the proposed action, the purpose of and need for the proposed action,
and a summary of the proposed action. This chapter also summarizes how the Forest
Service informed and involved the public, and presents the issues related to the
proposed action.

e Chapter 2 - Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action. Chapter 2 provides a detailed
description of the proposed rulemaking action and alternatives to the proposal,
including the no-action alternative. This chapter ends with two summary tables: one
displays the features of alternatives considered in detail, and the other shows the
environmental consequences associated with each alternative, based on the detailed
descriptions in chapter 3.

e Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences. Chapter 3
describes the resources that may be affected by the proposed action or alternatives,
followed by the potential environmental consequences that could result from each
alternative. It is organized by biological, physical, social, and economic topics.

e Chapter 4 - Preparers and EIS Distribution. Chapter 4 provides a list of preparers and a
list of agencies, organizations, and persons to whom copies of the statement are sent.

e Chapter 5 - References Cited. References Cited contains an alphabetized list of
references used in the preparation of this EIS.

e Appendices. The appendices provide additional detailed information to support the
analyses presented in this EIS.

¢ Index. The index provides page numbers for finding key topics in the EIS.

Supporting documents for this EIS may be found in the EIS record, located at the Forest
Service’s Rocky Mountain Regional Office, 740 Simms Street, Lakewood, CO. Some supporting
documents, including Colorado Roadless Area profiles and national forest maps showing
roadless area locations, are available on the Web at www.roadless.fs.fed.us/colorado.
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BACKGROUND

The Forest Service administers approximately 14,520,000 acres of publicly owned lands in
Colorado, which are distributed among eight national forests and two national grasslands.
These national forests and grasslands are characterized by a diverse array of landscapes,
ecosystems, natural resources, and land use activities. Management of each national forest and
grassland is directed by a Forest plan, along with numerous land management laws,
regulations, policies, and agency directives. Laws and regulations take precedence over
management direction in the forest plans, if conflicts in management direction exist.

In January 2001, a Roadless Area Conservation Rule (2001 Roadless Rule) was adopted into
regulations at 36 CFR §294. The 2001 Roadless Rule identified approximately 4.43 million acres,
or about 31 percent, of the National Forest System (NFS) lands in Colorado, as “inventoried
roadless areas” (IRAs), based on the existing inventories of roadless areas (Maps are available
on the Web at www.roadless.fs.fed.us/colorado). At the time the IRAs were inventoried (for
dates of the inventories, see Table 2-3) they were generally undeveloped areas and typically
5,000 acres or greater in size, but could be smaller if adjacent to congressionally designated
wilderness. As shown on the table, the inventories were conducted in 1979 on four forests (at
present, over 30 years ago). The other four forest inventories were finalized in 1996, 1997, 1998
and 2002, when those forests completed their forest plan revision and closer to the
promulgation of the 2001 Rule. The 2001 Roadless Rule applied to national forests nationwide.
It provided specific protections for 58.5 million acres?? of IRAs (about 30 percent of NFS lands in
the country), by prohibiting road construction and reconstruction and timber harvest in IRAs
except under certain exceptions. The intent of the 2001 Roadless Rule was “to provide lasting
protection for IRAs within the context of multiple-use management” (Fed.Reg.Vol.66, No.9,
3243-3273).

Since its promulgation, the 2001 Roadless Rule has continued to be the subject of litigation. In
response to a court ruling the State Petitions Rule was promulgated in May, 2005; wherein
governors had until November 13, 2006 to petition the Secretary of Agriculture to propose
changes to management requirements for IRAs within their states. Ongoing uncertainty about
the future of the 2001 Roadless Rule was a key factor that influenced Colorado Governor Bill
Owens in 2005 to initiate an effort to develop a state-specific petition to conserve roadless areas
in Colorado. To this end, in May 2005, Colorado enacted Senate Bill 05-243 (C.R.S. § 36-7-302),
which directed formation of a 13-person bipartisan taskforce to make recommendations to the
Governor regarding the appropriate management of roadless areas on the national forests in
Colorado.

The State’s roadless taskforce conducted a comprehensive public participation process, which
included holding nine public meetings; one in the State Capitol and others in eight locations
across Colorado. The taskforce received and evaluated more than 40,000 public comments for
development of a petition to the Secretary of Agriculture for rulemaking on management of
IRAs in Colorado.

On September 20, 2006 the United States District Court for the Northern District of California
set aside the 2005 State Petition Rule and reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule. In November 2006,

10Iélpproximately 9.3 million acres of roadless areas in Alaska’s Tongass National Forest were exempted from the
2001 Roadless Rule. Therefore, the 2001 Roadless Rule applied to 49.2 million acres of NFS land.
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Colorado Governor Bill Owens used the taskforce’s recommendations as the basis for
petitioning the Secretary of Agriculture to undertake state-specific roadless rulemaking for
Colorado. The State’s petition was considered for rulemaking by the Secretary of Agriculture in
accordance with the Administrative Procedures Act, section 553(e) and the Department of
Agriculture’s (Department) rulemaking procedures at 7 CFR §1.28.

After Governor Bill Owens submitted the State’s petition to the Department, Bill Ritter, Jr. was
elected Governor of Colorado. In April 2007, Governor Ritter resubmitted the petition with
minor modifications. The State’s petition requested the rulemaking process: (1) update roadless
area boundaries to include additional roadless areas; (2) exclude congressionally-designated
lands and private lands; and (3) exclude roadless acres that have been substantially altered.

In June 2007, the State and the Forest Service presented this petition to the Department’s
Roadless Area Conservation National Advisory Committee (RACNAC). Based on the advisory
committee’s review and report (USDA RACNAC 2007a), the Secretary of Agriculture accepted
the State’s petition in August 2007. The Secretary of Agriculture directed the Forest Service to
work in cooperation with the State of Colorado to initiate rulemaking . The Forest Service
published a proposed rule and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to establish
direction for conserving roadless areas on NFS land in Colorado on July 25, 2008 (73 FR 43544).

In response to the proposed rule and DEIS, the United States Department of Agriculture
(Department), State, and Forest Service repeatedly heard public comment requesting a
reduction in the scope of the proposed exceptions for tree-cutting, sale or removal and road
construction/reconstruction. Based on the public comments, the State asked the USDA to
postpone further rulemaking efforts until the State considered revision of its petition.

The State revised the proposed rule, posted the rule on the internet, and held a comment period
from August 3 to October 3, 2009. The State received approximately 22,000 comments, most
being form letters. The result was a revised petition submitted to the Secretary of Agriculture on
April 6, 2010. Based on the April 6, 2010 petition, the State and the Forest Service developed
regulatory language for a proposed Colorado Roadless Rule (the proposed Rule) that would
govern management of roadless areas on NFS lands in Colorado. Because of the changes in the
boundaries of the Colorado Roadless Areas (CRAs) and the number of changes in the proposed
rule, the Secretary of Agriculture has initiated another public comment period on the revised
proposed rule and this EIS.

ROADLESS AREA CHARACTERISTICS

Nine roadless area characteristics were identified in the 2001 Roadless Rule preamble (66 FR
3245). They are resources or features that are often present in or characterize roadless areas.
These nine roadless area characteristics are described for Colorado as follows:

e High quality or undisturbed soil, water, or air. These three key resources are the
foundation upon which other resource values and outputs depend. Healthy watersheds
provide clean water for domestic, agricultural, and industrial uses; help maintain
abundant and healthy fish and wildlife populations; and are the basis for many forms of
outdoor recreation.
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e Sources of public drinking water. National forests contain watersheds that are
important sources of public drinking water. Careful management of these watersheds is
crucial in maintaining the flow of clean water to a growing population.

e Diversity of plant and animal communities. Roadless areas are more likely than roaded
areas to support greater ecosystem health, including a diversity of native and desired
non-native plant and animal communities due to the absence of disturbances caused by
roads and accompanying activities. Roadless areas also may conserve native biodiversity
by serving as a bulwark against the spread of nonnative invasive species.

o Habitat for threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and sensitive species, and
for those species dependent on large, undisturbed areas of land. Roadless areas
function as biological strongholds and refuges for many species, including terrestrial
and aquatic plant and animal species. Many of the nation’s species currently listed as
threatened, endangered, or proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act, and
those listed by the Forest Service as sensitive, have habitat within roadless areas.

e Primitive, semi-primitive non-motorized, and semi-primitive motorized classes of
dispersed recreation. These recreation classes of dispersed recreation opportunities
often provide outstanding opportunities for hiking, camping, wildlife viewing, hunting,
fishing, and cross-country skiing. Although areas with these recreation opportunities
may have many wilderness-like attributes, they often allow the use of mountain bikes
and other mechanized and motorized means of travel, in contrast to designated
wilderness areas. Primitive, semi-primitive non-motorized, and semi-primitive
motorized areas can also take pressure off heavily used wilderness areas by providing
additional solitude and quiet, and dispersed recreation opportunities.

e Reference landscapes. The body of knowledge about the effects of management
activities over long periods of time and on large landscapes is very limited. Reference
landscapes can provide comparison areas for evaluation and monitoring. These areas
provide a natural setting that may be useful as a comparison to study the effects of more
intensely managed areas.

e Natural-appearing landscapes with high scenic quality. High quality scenery,
especially scenery with natural-appearing landscapes, is a primary reason that people
choose to recreate. Quality scenery contributes directly to real estate values in
neighboring communities and residential areas.

e Traditional cultural properties and sacred sites. Roadless areas may contain traditional
cultural properties and sacred sites. Traditional cultural properties are places, sites,
structures, districts, or objects that are historically significant in the beliefs, customs, and
practices of a community. Sacred sites are places that are determined sacred by virtue of
their established religious significance to or ceremonial use by a Native American
religion. Federal agencies are to accommodate access to and ceremonial use of Native
American sacred sites by Native American religious practitioners, and are to avoid
adversely affecting traditional cultural properties and sacred sites when practicable.

e Other locally identified unique characteristics. Roadless areas may offer unique
characteristics that are not covered by the other categories. Examples include
uncommon geological formations, which are valued for their scientific and scenic
qualities, or unique wetland complexes. Unique social, cultural, or historical
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characteristics may also be dependent on the roadless character of the landscape.
Examples include places for local events, areas prized for collection of non-timber forest
products, exceptional hunting and fishing opportunities.

CHANGES BETWEEN THE DEIS AND THE REVISED DEIS

Since the release of the initial DEIS in July 2008, court actions, changes to the State’s petition,
and updated inventories have led to revisions of the alternatives, language of the proposed
Rule, and changes in the RDEIS. These changes are described below.

The No Action Alternative has changed from Alternative 1 to Alternative 3

In the DEIS, the Forest Service considered “no action” to mean that the 2001 Roadless Rule
would remain in effect for IRAs in Colorado. In August 2008, after the DEIS was released, the
Wyoming District Court set aside and enjoined the 2001 Roadless Rule. Colorado is under the
Wyoming Court’s ruling, thus the consequences of taking no action has changed. In the revised
DEIS the “no action” means that IRAs in Colorado would be managed according to direction set
forth in the applicable forest plan (alternative 3).

Effective Date of Alternative 1

Because the 2001 Roadless Rule was set aside and enjoined, if this alternative is selected, it
would become Colorado’s state-specific roadless rule. Therefore the provisions would take
effect when the Colorado’s rule becomes effective and it would not revoke, suspend, or modify
any permit, contract, or other legal instrument authorizing the occupancy and use of NFS land
issued prior to the Colorado rule’s effective date.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Between the DEIS and the revised DEIS, the State of Colorado revised their petition for
rulemaking. This has resulted in changes to the language of the proposed Rule.

Total area of roadless has increased. There is a net increase of approximately 155,000
acres to be managed as CRAs under alternative 2. The increase resulted from work with
the Colorado Division of Wildlife as well as public comments received on the DEIS. In
2009, the Omnibus Public Lands Act was signed into law and enlarged the Indian Peaks
Wilderness by 1,000 acres; thus removing 1,000 acres from the Indian Peaks Adjacent
Area Roadless Area.

This proposed Rule has identified Colorado Roadless upper tier and provides maps and
management direction for these acres. This proposed Rule identifies “Colorado Roadless
Areas upper tier acres” which are specific portions of or entire CRAs. In the upper tier
acres, tree-cutting, sale or removal is prohibited unless it is needed incidental to the
implementation of a management activity not otherwise prohibited by the rule; or is
needed and appropriate for personal or administrative use. Road construction or road
reconstruction is prohibited in upper tier acres unless it is needed pursuant to reserved
or outstanding rights or as provided for by statute or treaty. Alternative 2 identifies
562,200 upper tier acres, and alternative 4 identifies 2,614,200 acres.

Alternative 4 has been added. Alternative 4 has the same prohibitions and exceptions as
alternative 2. The difference between alternative 2 and 4 is the number of upper tier
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acres identified within the CRAs. This alternative proposes 2,614,200 acres as upper tier,
based on areas recommended by the public. The Department specifically asks for public
comment on these acres.

e The proposed rule restricts temporary roads for fuels treatment to within %2 mile from a
community boundary and changes tree-cutting requirements. The proposed rule uses
the term Community Protection Zone (CPZ) instead of Wildland Urban Interface (WUI).
A CPZ is based on the definition of a WUI in the Healthy Forest Restoration Act
(HFRA), but is specifically defined in this proposed rule as an area one-half mile from
the boundary of an at-risk community or an area within one and one-half miles from the
boundary of an at-risk community where any land has a sustained steep slope that
creates the potential for wildfire behavior endangering the at-risk community; or has a
geographic feature that aids in creating an effective fire break, such as a river or a ridge
top; or where the trees are in condition class 3.

e Within the CPZ, tree-cutting, sale or removal is allowed to reduce the wildfire hazard to
an at-risk community or municipal water supply system. Tree-cutting outside of the
CPZ is allowed to reduce the wildfire threat to a municipal water supply system only. In
both instances, projects would focus on small-diameter trees to create strategic fuel
breaks while retaining large trees to the maximum extent practicable as appropriate to
the forest type. In the initial proposed rule, a temporary road could be constructed in the
full area of the CPZ, a maximum of 1.5 miles from the community boundary. In this
proposed rule, a temporary road can only be constructed within the first %2 mile of the
CPZ to facilitate the projects.

e The proposed rule elevates two of the tree-cutting exceptions to a determination by the
Regional Forester. The two exceptions are: tree-cutting to reduce the wildfire hazard to
an at-risk community or municipal water supply system within a community protection
zone, and tree-cutting outside the community protection zone where there is a
significant risk that a wildland fire disturbance event could adversely affect a municipal
water supply system or the maintenance of that system. The July 2008 proposed Rule
did not elevate the determination for tree-cutting, sale, or removal to the Regional
Forester for any exception.

e Tree-cutting, sale or removal in Colorado Roadless Areas must maintain or improve,
over the long-term, one or more roadless area characteristics. The July 2008 proposed
Rule did not require that tree-cutting, sale, or removal maintain or improve roadless
area characteristics except when the tree-cutting was for the management or
improvement of wildlife or plant species habitat. This proposed Rule expands the
requirements to maintain or improve roadless area characteristics for all but two of the
tree-cutting exceptions. This finding is not required in these two exceptions: (1) where
tree-cutting, sale or removal is incidental to the implementation of a management
activity not otherwise prohibited; or (2) where tree-cutting is needed or appropriate for
personal or administrative use.

e Tree-cutting and road construction exceptions have been added for maintenance and
restoration characteristics of ecosystem composition, structure and processes.
Temporary road construction for this purpose is only allowed within %2 mile of at risk
communities, and requires Regional Forester determination. In the upper tier, no tree-
cutting or road construction for these purposes is allowed. Included in this exception is

32—Chapter 1. Purpose and Need for Action



Roadless Area Conservation; National Forest System Land in Colorado RDEIS

the ability to treat insect and disease outbreaks to maintain and restore characteristics of
ecosystem composition, structure and processes. The specific exception for prevention
and suppression of insect and disease outbreaks has been removed.

e Linear Construction Zones (LCZs) and linear facilities have been defined and addressed.
The July 2008 proposed Rule did not address linear facilities or LCZs. A linear facility
includes pipelines, electrical power lines, telecommunications lines, ditches and canals.
An LCZ is a temporary linear area of surface disturbance over 50-inches wide that is
used for motorized transport by vehicles or construction equipment to install a linear
facility. It is not used as a motor vehicle route and is not engineered to road
specifications. The proposed Rule generally prohibits the construction of LCZs. There
are three exceptions to the prohibition requiring Regional Forester determination: 1) to
allow for the construction, reconstruction, or maintenance of an authorized water
conveyance structure which is operated pursuant to a pre-existing water court decree; 2)
to allow for the construction, reconstruction, or maintenance of existing or future
authorized electrical power lines or telecommunication lines only if there is no
opportunity for the project to be implemented outside of a CRA without causing
substantially greater environmental damage; and 3) to allow the construction or
reconstruction of an oil and gas pipeline that originates outside a CRA and connects to
infrastructure within a CRA and the Regional Forester determines such a connection
would cause substantially less environmental damage than alternative routes.

e Road construction in support of water conveyance structures, including reservoirs, is
limited. The July 2008 proposed Rule allowed for road construction for any existing or
future authorized water conveyance structure. The proposed Rule limits road
construction to only those water conveyance structures that have a pre-existing water
court decree as of the effective date of the rule.

e The area covered by the North Fork coal mining exception has been reduced. The North
Fork coal mining area previously included approximately 9,000 acres of the Currant
Creek CRA. Current Creek remains in the CRA acreage but not in the North Fork coal
mining area.

e Any road construction or LCZ construction must not diminish, over the long-term,
existing native cutthroat trout habitat. The July 2008 proposed Rule did not specifically
address native cutthroat trout. This proposed Rule prohibits road or LCZ construction
unless the responsible official determines that within a native cutthroat trout catchment
or identified recovery watershed, road construction or an LCZ would not diminish, over
the long-term, conditions in the water influence zone and in the native cutthroat habitat.

e The term “long-term temporary road” has been eliminated from the Colorado Roadless
Rule. Roads constructed pursuant to existing oil and gas leases that allow road
construction and roads constructed pursuant to existing coal leases and future coal
leases within the North Fork coal mining area would be temporary roads.

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

The Department, the Forest Service, and the State of Colorado agree there is a need to provide
management direction for the conservation of roadless area values and characteristics within
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roadless areas in Colorado. In the petition, the State of Colorado has indicated that there is a
need to develop state-specific regulations for the management of Colorado’s roadless areas for
the following reasons:

1. Roadless areas are important because they are, among other things, sources of drinking
water, important fish and wildlife habitat, semi-primitive or primitive recreation areas,
and naturally appearing landscapes. There is a need to provide for the preservation of
roadless area characteristics.

2. As recognized in the 2001 Roadless Rule, tree-cutting, sale or removal and road
construction/reconstruction have the greatest likelihood of altering and fragmenting
landscapes, resulting in immediate, long-term loss of roadless area values and
characteristics and there is a need to generally prohibit these activities in roadless areas.
Since the 2001 Roadless Rule was promulgated, some have argued that linear
construction zones also need to be restricted.

3. In addition to the concerns articulated in the 2001 Rule, there is a need to accommodate
state-specific situations and concerns in Colorado’s roadless areas. These include the
following:

p

reducing the risk of wildfire to communities and municipal water supply systems;

b. permitting exploration and development of coal resources in the North Fork Coal
Mining Area;

permitting of construction and maintenance of water conveyance structures;
d. permitting access to current and future electrical power lines; and
e. accommodating existing permitted or allocated ski areas.

4. There is a need to ensure that Colorado roadless areas are accurately mapped.

PROPOSED ACTION

The Department, in cooperation with the State of Colorado, proposes to promulgate a state-
specific rule to manage roadless areas and conserve roadless area characteristics on NFS lands
in Colorado.

The Colorado Roadless Rule would establish a system of Colorado Roadless Areas (CRAs) with
protections for management of these areas replacing the Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) for
national forest land in Colorado. CRAs would be identified on a set of maps maintained at the
Forest Service national headquarters office, including records of adjustments to such maps
pursuant to the final Colorado Roadless Rule. The CRAs upper tier acres would be identified on
the same set of maps.

The proposed Rule would use the most accurate mapping information and adjust roadless area
boundaries by:

e correcting mapping errors that primarily resulted from improvements in inventory data
and mapping technology;

e excluding private land;
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e excluding land substantially altered by roads and timber harvest activities;
e excluding ski areas under permit or allocated in forest plans to ski area development;

e excluding congressionally designated lands such as wilderness and other designations
that take legal precedence over roadless area regulations; and

e including unroaded areas outside IRAs that contain roadless area characteristics.

The CRAs would encompass approximately 4.19 million acres of NFS land in Colorado,
distributed among 363 separate roadless areas (Appendix A). The proposed Rule provides for
future adjustments to be made to CRA boundaries (Map Packet, Map 3), subject to a public
review and comment, and applicable NEPA or rulemaking requirements. The Forest Service
national headquarters office would maintain the official map of CRAs, which would be readily
available to the public.

The Colorado Roadless Rule includes a management strategy for activities and land uses within
CRAs that are tailored to meet the unique circumstances present in Colorado. Road construction
and reconstruction, tree-cutting, sale or removal and linear construction zones are prohibited
within the CRAs with limited exceptions. Chapter 2 describes the proposed rule in greater
detail, along with other alternatives considered in this analysis.

SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY

Scope of the EIS

The scope of this EIS consists of the range of actions, alternatives, and impacts that are
considered relevant to the proposed action. The proposed action is geographically limited to
proposed CRAs and existing IRAs (referred to as the analysis area) within the State of Colorado.
See chapter 3 for a further discussion of the analysis area. The proposed action is primarily
focused on the prohibitions and exceptions for road construction and reconstruction, the use of
linear construction zones and tree-cutting, sale or removal activities within roadless areas. The
proposed Rule would not suspend, revoke, or modify land use permits, contracts, or other legal
instruments issued prior to the effective date of the rule.

The Colorado Roadless Rule is programmatic and is intended to guide future development of
site specific actions within CRAs. The Colorado Roadless Rule would not authorize the
implementation of any ground-disturbing activities, but rather it describes exceptions under
which certain activities may be allowed or restricted within roadless areas. Before authorizing a
land use activity in roadless areas, the Forest Service must complete a more detailed and site-
specific environmental analysis pursuant to the NEPA and its implementing regulations. When
a specific project or activity is proposed on NFS land, site-specific effects are analyzed and after
considering that analysis, decisions are made regarding if, how, where, and when the specific
activities may occur.

Applicability

The lands subject to this rulemaking are NFS lands in Colorado that contain roadless areas
under any of the alternatives. There are eight national forest administrative units in Colorado
that are subject to this rulemaking EIS. Table 1-1 lists the eight national forests in Colorado to
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which this EIS applies. The table provides information about each national forest administrative
unit and the date of its last approved forest plan.

Table 1-1. National forest administrative units in Colorado and associated forest plan approval

date
National forests in Colorado Date of approved forest plan
Arapaho-Roosevelt National Forests 1997
Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests 1983
Manti-La Sal National Forest 1986
Routt National Forest 1998
Pike-San Isabel National Forests 1984
Rio Grande National Forest 1996

1983

San Juan National Forest (Revision in progress; draft revised plan 2007)

White River National Forest 2002

The proposed Rule, like other regulations, would work in conjunction with forest plan
direction. Thus, road or LCZ construction, reconstruction and/ or tree-cutting, sale or removal
would be prohibited in roadless areas unless they meet specific exceptions described in the
Colorado Roadless Rule. However, for the exception to apply, the activities must still comply
with applicable standards identified in forest land management plans.

DECISION FRAMEWORK

The Secretary of Agriculture or a delegated designee will decide whether to promulgate the
Colorado Roadless Rule as proposed or one of the other alternatives analyzed in this EIS.
Promulgation of a rule involves establishing regulations, which would be issued under Title 36
of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 294. The decision to be made involves a choice
among the four alternatives analyzed in detail in this EIS, which means determining whether to:

1. Promulgate a state-specific rule to manage IRAs in Colorado pursuant to the provisions
contained in the 2001 Roadless Rule (alternative 1); or

2. Promulgate a state-specific rule to manage Colorado’s CRAs based on the State’s
petition (alternative 2) with portions of the CRAs identified as CRA upper tier acres; or

3. Take no action. No state-specific roadless rule would be promulgated. IRAs in Colorado
would be managed in accordance with the forest plans in the eight national forests
(alternative 3); or

4. Promulgate a state-specific rule to manage Colorado’s CRAs based on the State’s
petition with portions of or entire CRAs identified as CRA upper tier acres different
from those identified under alternative 2 (alternative 4); or

5. Some combination of the provisions and inventories in the above four alternatives.
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Forest Service and the State of Colorado have solicited public involvement and comments
on the development of a Colorado Roadless Rule. Below is a description of the public
involvement efforts of the Forest Service and the State of Colorado.

Forest Service Public Involvement

The Forest Service, to date, has solicited public involvement in the following ways:

On December 27, 2007, the Forest Service published a notice of intent in the Federal
Register to prepare an EIS on roadless area conservation on NFS lands in Colorado (Fed.
Reg. Vol. 72 No. 246, 72982). The Forest Service also solicited comments from interested
parties on the notice of intent from December 27, 2007 through February 25, 2008.
Approximately 88,000 comments were received.

On July 25, 2008, the Forest Service published a proposed rule to establish state-specific
management direction for conserving roadless areas in Colorado (73 FR 43544). A notice
of availability for the DEIS was published in the Federal Register (73 FR 44991) and legal
notice in the newspaper of record on August 1, 2008. The availability of the regulatory
risk assessment for the proposed rule was published in the Federal Register on September
18, 2008 (73 FR 54125). All comment periods closed on October 23, 2008. In total,
approximately 106,000 comments were received.

The RACNAC held open public meetings in Washington, DC in June of 2007 and
January, July and November of 2008. In addition a meeting was held in Salt Lake City,
Utah in October of 2008. Public comments were accepted at these meetings, which
helped the RACNAC develop their December 5, 2009 recommendations to the Secretary
of Agriculture.

The Forest Service consulted with all potentially affected tribes regarding the proposed
rule from October 2007 through October 2008. Tribal consultation on this proposed
Colorado Roadless Rule is ongoing.

State of Colorado Public Involvement

In their petition process, the State of Colorado has, to date, solicited public involvement in the
following ways:

Senate Bill 05-243, signed into Colorado law on June 8, 2005, created and identified a 13-
member bipartisan task force to make recommendations to the Governor regarding
inventoried roadless areas on NFS lands in Colorado. The task force held nine public
meetings throughout the State, held six deliberative meetings that were open to the
public, and reviewed and considered over 40,000 public comments.

The State of Colorado held a comment period from August 3 to October 3, 2009 on a
State modified version of the July 2008 proposed Rule.
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TRIBAL CONSULTATION

There are two resident tribes in Colorado - Ute Mountain Ute and Southern Ute - who retain
some of their traditional land base as reservations. These two tribes retain specific hunting
rights and other aboriginal rights throughout their traditional territory including portions of the
roadless areas in Colorado. Over a dozen other tribes located outside Colorado maintain tribal
interests, including aboriginal and ceded territories, and inherent aboriginal rights within
Colorado. In 1874, Congress approved an agreement between the United States and certain Ute
Indians in Colorado, known as the "Brunot Agreement". Under this agreement, the Utes ceded
certain land to the United States but reserved a right to hunt on those lands. These lands are
predominately on the San Juan National Forest.

The Forest Service has ongoing consultation with all the potentially-affected tribes. Tribal
consultation was initiated in October 2007 and no reply letters were received during the scoping
period. However, tribal concerns that surfaced during other consultations are discussed in the
EIS. Consultation with interested or affected tribes will continue throughout the analysis and
decision-making process.

ISSUES

The NEPA implementing regulations at 40 CFR §1501.2 requires federal agencies to develop
and evaluate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal that involves
unresolved conflict concerning alternative uses of available resources. Public involvement was
used to identify points of disagreement about the proposed Rule and to identify issues to use as
a basis for developing and evaluating alternatives.

Comments that support the purpose of and need for the proposed action are not listed here as
issues but are evaluated in this EIS as to how well each alternative addresses the purpose and
need (refer to Purpose and Need section for details). For example, the alternatives are evaluated
for the degree to which they meet the stated purpose and the need to conserve roadless area
characteristics within the context of Colorado specific situations and concerns.

NEPA regulations require the agency to identify and eliminate from detailed study those issues
that are not significant or that have been covered by prior environmental review, to narrow the
scope of the analysis. Reasons for eliminating issues from detailed study include when the
issues are:

e General opinions or position statements not specific to the proposed action
e Addressed by other laws, regulations, or policies

e Not relevant to the potential effects of the proposed action, or otherwise outside the
scope of this analysis.

The following issues were eliminated from detailed study in this EIS because they are outside
the scope of the decision to be made by the Secretary of Agriculture on the proposed Rule
relative to other alternatives analyzed in this EIS (refer to sections on Decision Framework and
Scope and Applicability of the Rule):

e National Park Service management issues
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e General conditions of public lands

e Conditions of roads and facilities on national forests

e DPolitical motivations or integrity of government officials

e Public participation processes or procedures

e Funding priorities and government expenditures

e Alternative energy on national forests

e Wilderness protection or recommendations for wilderness designation

e Motorized vehicle use and routes or other travel management topics

e Access associated with livestock grazing permits and allotment management

e How the proposed Colorado Rule may set a precedent for management of roadless areas
in other states.

The following issues were carried through the analysis process to evaluate differences in the
consequences among the alternatives.

Issue —Potential effects to opportunities for community wildfire protection. Prohibiting road
construction or reconstruction and tree-cutting, sale or removal can influence the effectiveness
of efforts to reduce wildfire impacts to communities and water supply systems.

Issue - Potential loss of roadless area characteristics. The exceptions, in which road
construction or reconstruction, use of LCZs, tree-cutting, sale or removal, and some other
activities may occur in roadless areas under the proposed Rule, may result in a loss of roadless
area characteristics.

Issue - Potential loss of opportunities to explore for and develop oil and gas resources.
Prohibiting road construction or reconstruction to access oil and gas basins in roadless areas
that have not been leased prior to the effective date of rulemaking may result in a loss of
opportunities to explore for and develop oil and gas resources in those areas.

Issue - Potential reduction in native species diversity. The exceptions, under which road
construction or reconstruction, use of LCZs, tree-cutting, sale or removal, and some other
activities may occur in roadless areas under the Colorado Roadless Rule, may affect populations
of wildlife, fish, and plants, including the potential for:

e Anincrease in the prevalence of invasive plants, animals, and other organisms that can
out-compete and dominate diverse native plant and animal communities.

e A loss or reduction of wildlife or fish habitat or population viability, resulting from
reductions in unfragmented interior habitat, migration corridor connections, and
security and quality of habitat for some “at risk” species or important game species.

e Aloss or reduction of threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species habitat or
populations.

Issue - Potential loss of opportunities to explore for and develop coal resources outside the
North Fork coal area. Prohibiting construction/reconstruction of roads to access coal reserves
in areas that have not been leased (prior to the effective date of rulemaking) and/or are located
outside the North Fork coal mining area may result in a loss of opportunities to explore for and
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develop coal resources in those areas.

Issue - Potential reduction in soil and water quality. Wildfire effects can also reduce soil and
water quality. The effects of wildlife could potentially be reduced by fuels treatments. On the
other hand, the exceptions in which road construction or reconstruction, the use of LCZs, and
tree-cutting, sale or removal may occur in roadless areas under the proposed rule may result in
a decline in soil or water quality, including the potential for:

e Accelerated soil erosion or other soil impacts that can affect long-term productivity.

e Increases in stream sedimentation that can affect water quality and water uses off-site
and downstream from the roadless areas.

Issue - Potential reduction in semi-primitive recreation and related values. The exceptions in
which road construction or reconstruction, use of LCZs, tree-cutting, sale or removal, and some
other activities may occur in roadless areas under the proposed Rule may result in a reduction
in semi-primitive recreation opportunities away from the sights and sounds of human activities
and built environments, including the potential for:

e A reduction in opportunities for solitude.
e A reduction in scenic quality.

* Reductions in scientific and heritage benefits that might be derived from preserving the
undeveloped nature of roadless areas for future generations.

Issue - Potential loss of opportunity to feasibly transport o0il and gas resources using
pipelines. Prohibiting oil and gas pipelines from going through roadless areas from lands
outside roadless areas may result in a loss of opportunity to feasibly extract and transport oil
and gas resources.
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CHAPTER 2. ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED
ACTION

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a description of the four alternatives considered in detail in this RDEIS.
Maps associated with each alternative are located in the map packet. This chapter also describes
the alternatives comparatively and describes alternatives dismissed from detailed study. The
range of alternatives is designed to address the purpose and need and issues described in
chapter 1.

Each alternative offers a different approach to conservation of roadless area characteristics, by
providing a different mix of prohibitions on land use activities, different exceptions to
prohibitions, and different requirements for the exceptions. The differences primarily are
related to road construction or reconstruction; linear construction zones (LCZs); and tree-
cutting, sale or removal in roadless areas. Alternative comparison tables at the end of this
chapter summarize the differences in the design of each alternative as well as the differences in
the environmental consequences or effects of each alternative based on the detailed analysis of
environmental consequences contained in chapter 3.

The four alternatives analyzed in detail are:

e Alternative 1: Provisions of the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule (2001 Roadless
Rule)!1. This alternative establishes a state-specific roadless rule for Colorado that
retains IRA boundaries'?and roadless area management provisions for management of
roadless areas on NFS land in Colorado contained in the 2001 Roadless Rule. If a
decision is made to select this alternative, it would not revoke, suspend, or modify any
permit, contract or other legal instrument authorizing the occupancy and use of NFS
lands issued before the effective date of the final Rule.

e Alternative 2: Proposed Action, Colorado Roadless Rule. This alternative establishes a
state-specific roadless rule for Colorado. It modifies alternative 2 from the DEIS based
on public comments and the revised petition submitted by the State of Colorado. It is
based on the provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule, but provides prohibitions and
specific exceptions relevant to the State of Colorado. There are 562,200 acres identified as
CRA upper tier under this alternative. Upper tier acres have fewer exceptions to the
prohibitions than the other CRA acres. If a decision is made to select this alternative, it
would not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit, contract or other legal instrument
authorizing the occupancy and use of NFS lands issued before the date of the final Rule.

e Alternative 3: No Action, Forest Plan Direction. This alternative does not establish a
state-specific roadless rule for Colorado and all lands in the IRAs and CRAs would be

"' “2001 Roadless Rule” is described in the Federal Register, January 12, 2001, Vol. 66, No 9, pages 3244 - 3273
'2 Congressionally designated acres as well as mapping errors associated with private lands and Wilderness have
been eliminated from the IRA boundaries.
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managed according to forest plan direction. The boundaries of the roadless areas shown
in this alternative for information purposes are those in the most recent forest plans and
are the same IRAs as those in alternative 1.

e Alternative 4: Colorado Roadless Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier. This
alternative establishes a state-specific roadless rule for Colorado. This alternative
provides the same prohibitions and exceptions as alternative 2. The difference is that
2,614,200 acres are identified as CRAs upper tier acres in this alternative (over 2 million
more acres in upper tier than alternative 2). If a decision is made to select this
alternative, it would not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit, contract or other legal
instrument authorizing the occupancy and use of NFS lands issued before the date of the
tinal Rule.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED
STUDY

Federal agencies are required by NEPA regulations to explore and evaluate all reasonable

alternatives to a proposed action and to briefly discuss the reasons for eliminating alternatives
from detailed study (40 CFR §1502.14).

The following three alternatives were submitted in response to information from scoping and
comments on the DEIS and were considered and eliminated from detailed study. Below is a
description of the alternatives and the reasons why these alternatives were eliminated from
detailed study.

e An alternative that provides the roadless area conservation provisions from alternative
1, together with the CRA boundaries from alternative 2.

This alternative is similar to alternative 1. The provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule do allow for
updating of the Inventoried Roadless Area maps?3. This alternative is within the range of the
alternatives and could be selected as alternative 1 modified because it falls within the range of
the alternatives analyzed in this EIS and to eliminate redundancy in the analysis.

e An alternative that allows for more commercial use such as increased timber harvesting.

Alternative 3 allows for increased levels of commercial use. Another alternative that allows for
more commercial use than alternative 2, but less than alternative 3, while meeting the purpose
and need of protecting roadless area characteristics would not result in differences that can be
meaningfully analyzed.

e An alternative that offers reduced road densities, creation of new roadless areas, and
more protective management than any of the alternatives analyzed in the DEIS.

Reducing road densities is outside the scope of this rule-making and decision framework and is
best decided during travel management analysis. In addition, all alternatives allow additions to
roadless areas, if needed. Alternative 2 and 4, in response to public comments, have identified

13 In §294.11 Definitions for Inventoried Roadless Area is: “Areas identified in a set of inventoried roadless area
maps, contained in Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation, Final Environmental Impact Statement, Volume 2,
dated November 2000, which are held at the National headquarters office of the Forest Service, or any subsequent
update or revision of those maps.”
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CRAs or portions of CRAs that are proposed to be managed as upper tier acres. Upper tier acres
have limited exceptions to the tree-cutting and road construction prohibitions. Additional
protections would not meet the purpose and need to accommodate state-specific situations and
concerns.

FEATURES COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

This section describes the features that are common to all alternatives analyzed in detail in this
EIS. Features common to all alternatives are summarized in Table 2-2.

Federal and State Requirements

Management of NFS lands in Colorado are governed by a variety of federal statutes,
regulations, executive orders, and the Forest Service Directive System (manuals and
handbooks). In addition, some State and local laws and regulations apply on NFS lands within
the State. The selection of any of the alternatives in this EIS would not affect the applicability of
any federal or State requirements.

Forest Plans

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and its implementing regulations at 36 CFR, part
219, obligate the Forest Service to develop, amend, or revise plans for each National Forest unit.
Forest plans provide guidance for management activities on a national forest; including
establishing forest-wide management requirements and direction applicable to the entire forest
or to specific management areas. When guidance in a forest plan is more restrictive than
direction described under the proposed rule alternatives, actions must be consistent with the
more restrictive direction. For example, if a forest plan standard prohibits road construction
where it is allowed under a roadless rule, road construction cannot occur.

None of the alternatives compel the Forest Service to amend or revise any forest plan. In
addition, none of the alternatives limit the authority of a responsible official to amend or revise
a forest plan.

Project Specific Environmental Analysis

None of the alternatives allow any specific project to occur. Any specific proposals for road
construction and reconstruction, LCZs, tree-cutting, sale or removal, or other activities that are
permissible under any alternative, must undergo site specific environmental analysis required
by NEPA.

Reserved and Outstanding Rights

Under all alternatives, the reasonable exercise of reserved or outstanding rights for access,
occupancy, and use of NFS lands within roadless areas would not be affected. The rights
include those that exist by law, treaty or other authority. They include but are not limited to the
right to construct roads or provide other reasonable access across NFS lands for the purpose of
access to: private property, mining claims for locatable minerals under the 1872 Mining Law,
and land uses protected by American Indian treaty rights.

In 1874, Congress approved an agreement between the United States and certain Ute Indians in
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Colorado, known as the "Brunot Agreement". Under this agreement, the Utes ceded certain land
to the United States but reserved a right to hunt on those lands. The lands are predominately on
the San Juan National Forest.

Existing Land Use Authorizations

“ Authorizations” refer to land uses allowed under a special use permit, contract, or similar legal
instrument. There are numerous types of lands and recreation-related authorizations issued for
occupancy and use of NFS lands. Oil, gas and coal leases on NFS lands are a type of
authorization issued by the Bureau of Land Management. All of the alternatives allow for the
continuation, transfer, or renewal of valid and existing land use authorizations for activities in
roadless areas. ”Existing authorizations” are those that are issued prior to the effective date of
the final Rule.

Examples of land use authorizations not specifically prohibited or restricted under any
alternative include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Use of existing roads and trails, including motorized travel on roads and trails
e Livestock grazing

e Recreational activities, including but limited to hunting, fishing, hiking, camping,
mountain biking, and skiing.

Definitions of Roads and Linear Construction Zones
For this EIS, Table 2-1 displays the specific definitions used for these terms.

Table 2-1. Definitions of road and linear construction zone terms.

Term Definition

forest road Generally refers to a road determined to be necessary for the long term protection,
administration, and utilization of national forest system land or resources, and is
managed as part of the national forest transportation system. Previously called
“system” or permanent, roads.

temporary road A road necessary for emergency operations or authorized by contract, permit, or
other authorization that is not a forest road and that is not included on the forest
transportation atlas.

linear construction zone A temporary linear area of surface disturbance over 50-inches wide that is used for
motorized transport by vehicles or construction equipment to install a linear facility. It
is not used as a motor vehicle route and is not engineered to road specifications.
Linear facilities include pipelines, electrical power lines, telecommunication lines,
ditches, and canals.
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Table 2-2. Features Common to All Alternatives

Features Common to All Alternatives

Affected national forests in Arapaho-Roosevelt
Colorado Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison
Pike-San Isabel
Rio Grande
Routt
San Juan
White River
Manti-La Sal — the 27,000 acres of the Manti-La Sal National Forest where it occurs in Colorado.
Congressional designations Nine congressionally designated areas overlap portions of IRAs, totaling about 185,000 acres. These areas are excluded from

the roadless areas analyzed in this EIS. Those areas are not subject to state-specific rulemaking because statutory provisions
supersede rule (regulatory) provisions.

Federal and State authorities Numerous federal and state laws, regulations, executive orders, and Forest Service directives would continue to govern
management of roadless areas on NFS lands in Colorado but would not allow for more activity than allowed by the final rule.

Forest plans The analysis of alternatives in this EIS is predicated on forest plan direction at the time of the analysis, recognizing that forest
plans are subject to change over time, and that several plans are currently undergoing revision.

Rulemaking does not alter forest plans nor the ability to update forest plans through an amendment or revision process.

Activities in roadless areas must adhere to forest plan direction where it is more restrictive than a roadless rule for specific areas
and situations.

Project Specific Environmental Although the alternatives establish specific prohibitions with exceptions for certain activities within roadless areas, alternatives do
Analysis not compel or authorize implementation of any ground-disturbing actions in the roadless areas. Should such actions be proposed
in the future, they must undergo environmental analysis, public involvement, and decision making processes pursuant to NEPA.

Reserved and outstanding rights,  Alternatives allow road construction or reconstruction, use of LCZs tree-cutting, sale or removal and other activities in roadless
statutes or treaties areas that are associated with rights allowed by existing laws or treaties. Rights include those for road access, surface
occupancy, and use of NFS land in roadless areas for purposes of:
Accessing private lands within or adjacent to NFS land, as authorized under Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act
(ANILCA).
Accessing NFS lands for exploration and development of locatable minerals (e.g., gold, silver, copper, lead, zinc, uranium, and
tungsten), as authorized under the General Mining Law of 1872, as amended.

Accessing NFS lands for American Indian land uses, as authorized under various American Indian treaties.

Accessing NFS lands to conduct a response action under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), including a natural resource restoration action under CERCLA, Section 311 of the Clean Water Act, or
the QOil Pollution Act.

Accessing NFS lands for a Federal Aid Highway project, as authorized under Title 23 of the U.S. Code (23 USC).
Existing authorizations Alternatives allow road construction / reconstruction, LCZs, tree-cutting, sale or removal, and other activities in roadless areas

that are associated with valid authorizations issued by the Secretary of Agriculture or designated Forest Service official as of the
effective date of the rule. These include authorizations granted by permits, contracts, or leases.
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Features Common to All Alternatives

No alternative affects decisions related to renewal, continuation, or transfer of existing authorizations.

Road construction/reconstruction, tree-cutting, sale or removal, motor vehicle uses, and other activities are not prohibited in
roadless areas where they have been authorized under an existing land use authorization. Such instances include, but are not
limited to, activities authorized for:

Livestock grazing operations

Utility operations

Ski area operations

Mineral resource extraction operations, pursuant to 36 CFR part 228 regulations

Other activities under lands or recreation special use permits, contracts, or leases.
Other Land Uses Activities that are otherwise not prohibited under the alternatives are permissible in roadless areas. The activities include, but are

not limited to:

Prescribed burning

Trail construction or maintenance (motorized and non-motorized)

Public hunting, fishing, camping, or other dispersed recreation uses

Livestock grazing.
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ROADLESS INVENTORY AND ACRES IN ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 each provide for a state-specific roadless rule; however, the provisions
of each alternative apply to different roadless inventories. Alternatives 1 and 3 use the
inventory of the 2001 Roadless Rule IRAs. For alternatives 2 and 4, the Forest Service re-
examined the boundaries and acreage of the 2001 Roadless Rule and other Forest Service lands
in Colorado for roadless area management, as requested in the State’s revised petition. From
this effort, the Forest Service identified portions of the 2001 Roadless Rule inventory that were
substantially altered and did not possess sufficient roadless area characteristics. In addition, the
Forest Service identified areas outside the 2001 Roadless Rule inventory that did possess
sufficient roadless area characteristics. Taken together, the exclusion of the substantially altered
lands and inclusion of additional areas became the CRAs.

Table 2-3 displays the comparisons between the IRA inventory in alternatives 1 and 3 and the
CRA inventory in alternatives 2 and 4. Overall, the CRAs have a net loss of 57,600 acres in
roadless from the IRA acres.
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Table 2-3. Net change in roadless acreage by forest—from inventoried roadless area acres to
Colorado roadless area acres

Corrected

Corrected Total CRA
2001 Rule ColoradoZIRA IRA acres Roadless Acres Proposed
el 13 OIS notincluded 3¢S e (Alternatives Net Change
Acres (Alternatives o0 S to CRAs 2 and 4) g
1 and 3)
Region 2 Colorado
- 391,000
Arapaho 352,500 10,800 5,400 347,100 (5,400)
Roosevelt (1997)
1,127,000
GMUG 1,058,300 280,800 124,200 901,900 (156,500)
(1979)
. 688,000
Pike San Isabel 667,300 63,000 170,300 774,600 107,300
(1979)
. 530,000
Rio Grande 529,000 14,300 3,800 518,500 (10,500)
(1996)
442,000
Routt 442,300 10,300 1,700 433,700 (8,600)
(1998)
604,000
San Juan 543,600 76,600 98,900 565,900 22,300
(1979)
. . 640,000
White River 639,500 7,500 4,700 636,700 (2,800)
(2002)
Region 4 Colorado
. 11,000
Manti La Sal 11,000 3,800 500 7,700 (3,300)
(1979)
Total, State of 4,433,000 4,243,600 467,100 409,500 4,186,000 (57,600)

Colorado

Column 1 acres rounded to nearest 1,000 acres, others rounded to nearest 100 acres. Acres do not add due to rounding

! The 2001 Roadless Rule used the inventoried roadless areas from the forest plans that were in effect at the time the 2001 Rule
was developed, or a roadless inventory that had undergone public involvement. The date of each Forest’s inventory used for the
2001 Rule is shown here. Acreages are from the 2001 Roadless Rule FEIS.

2 The acres to be used for the rulemaking analysis differ from the acres reported in the RACR FEIS because some Wilderness,
private, and Special Areas were included in the 2001 roadless inventory. These acres will not be included in this rulemaking
analysis as acres to be managed under a Colorado Rule because Congress has already set out specific management for those
acres. Excluded acres are private and wilderness acres that have been found as mapping errors in the 2001 Rule IRA acres as
well as those acres in the James Peak and Spanish Peak Wildernesses, the Indian Peaks Wilderness, Bowen Gulch and James
Peak Protection Areas, Roubideau and Tabeguache Special Areas, Fossil Ridge Recreation Management Area, and the Piedra
Special Management Unit all designated by Congress but were not excluded from the 2001 RACR inventory.
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ALTERNATIVE 1: PROVISIONS OF THE 2001 ROADLESS RULE

This alternative reflects management under the provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule. This
alternative establishes general prohibitions on road construction/reconstruction and tree-
cutting, sale and removal within IRAs, while permitting those activities in all parts of all IRAs
under certain exceptions. This alternative does not include any prohibitions on LCZs.

Inventoried Roadless Areas

Under this alternative, the roadless areas consist of IRAs identified in the 2001 Roadless Rule;
encompassing approximately 4.24 million acres of NFS lands in Colorado. The IRAs are based
on the roadless inventories from forest plans that either were in effect or had undergone public
comment at the time the 2001 Rule was developed. For the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and
Gunnison (GMUG), Manti-La Sal (within Colorado), Pike-San Isabel, and San Juan National
Forests, the IRAs are composed of roadless area inventories completed (and manually mapped)
in the 1970s, as part of the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation processes (commonly referred
to as RARE II). For other national forests —the Rio Grande, Arapaho-Roosevelt, Routt, and
White River National Forests —the IRAs adopted in the 2001 Roadless Rule consisted of the
roadless area inventories completed during those forest plan revision processes (approximately
1996 to 2002). Congressionally Designated Areas, private land and Wilderness were removed
from IRAs for this analysis.

The IRAs under this alternative do not include additional acres with roadless area
characteristics identified under alternatives 2 and 4 that are located outside the IRAs. Under this
alternative, those acres would be managed according to their respective forest plans.

Management of Inventoried Roadless Areas

With certain exceptions, this alternative prohibits two main types of activities within IRAs: (1)
road construction and reconstruction, and (2) tree-cutting, sale, or removal (called timber
harvest in the 2001 Roadless Rule). These exceptions are described in detail below.

Tree-cutting, Sale, or Removal

This alternative generally prohibits timber harvest. The alternative specifies exceptions to the
general prohibition where one of five exceptions is met. Table 2-4 displays the exceptions in
which timber harvest would be allowed in IRAs under this alternative.

Table 2-4. Alternative 1, exceptions in which tree-cutting, sale, or removal is allowed in Inventoried
Roadless Areas

Description of Exceptions

The cutting, sale, or removal of generally small-diameter timber may occur in IRAs where needed to maintain or
improve threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive species habitat, consistent with maintaining or improving
roadless area characteristics defined in the definitions section of the rule

The cutting, sale, or removal of generally small-diameter timber may occur in IRAs where needed to maintain or
restore the characteristics of ecosystem composition and structure, such as to reduce the risk of uncharacteristic
wildland fire effects, within the range of variability that would be expected to occur under natural disturbance
regimes of the current climatic period, consistent with maintaining or improving roadless area characteristics defined
in the definitions section of the rule

The cutting, sale, or removal of timber may occur in IRAs where it is incidental to the implementation of a
management activity not otherwise prohibited.
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Description of Exceptions

The cutting, sale, or removal of timber may occur in IRAs where needed for personal or administrative uses
provided for in 36 CFR part 223.

The cutting, sale, or removal of timber may occur within portions of IRAs where roadless area characteristics have
been substantially altered by the construction of a NFS road and subsequent timber harvest. Both the road
construction and timber harvest must have occurred after the IRAs were designated and prior to effective date of
rulemaking.

Road Construction and Reconstruction

This alternative generally prohibits road construction or reconstruction. However, this
alternative does provide exceptions to the general prohibition. This alternative does not
distinguish between forest (permanent) or temporary roads allowed under each exception.

Table 2-5 describes the exceptions under which road construction or reconstruction would be
allowed in IRAs under alternative 1.

Table 2-5. Alternative 1, exceptions in which road construction and reconstruction may occur in
Inventoried Roadless Areas

Description of Exceptions

Where a road is needed to protect public health and safety in cases of imminent threat of flood, fire, or other
catastrophic event that, without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property.

Where a road is needed to conduct a response action under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), or to conduct a natural resource restoration action under CERCLA,
Section 311 of the Clean Water Act, or the Oil Pollution Act.

Where a road is needed pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided by statute or treaty.

Where road realignment is needed to prevent irreparable resource damage that arises from the design, location, use,
or deterioration of a NFS road that cannot be mitigated by road maintenance.

Where road reconstruction is needed to implement a road safety improvement project on a forest road determined to
be hazardous on the basis of accident experience or accident potential on that road.

Where the Secretary of Agriculture determines that a Federal Aid Highway project, authorized pursuant to Title 23 of
the United States Code, is in the public interest or is consistent with the purposes for which the land was reserved or
acquired and no other reasonable and prudent alternative exists.

Where a road is needed in conjunction with the continuation, extension, or renewal of a mineral lease issued prior to
the effective date of rulemaking, and includes any new lease issued immediately upon expiration of an existing lease.
Such road construction or reconstruction must be conducted in a manner that minimizes effects on surface
resources, prevents unnecessary or unreasonable surface disturbance, and complies with all applicable forest plan
direction, regulations, and laws. These roads must be obliterated when no longer needed for the purposes of the
lease or upon termination or expiration of the lease, whichever is sooner.

Road maintenance is permissible within IRAs. Road maintenance refers to the ongoing upkeep of a road necessary
to retain or restore the road to the approved road management objectives (see Forest Service Manual 7705).

Linear Construction Zones (LCZs)

Alternative 1 has no specific restriction on the use of LCZs, the construction of oil and gas
pipelines, or the location of electrical power lines or telecommunication lines in IRAs.

Effective Date and Additional Information

Alternative 1 would implement the provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule beginning when
signed as the Colorado Rule, and not as a retroactive continuation of the national 2001 Roadless
Rule. Therefore, if selected, this alternative would not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit,
contract, or other legal instrument or project or activity decision authorized prior to the
promulgation date of the final Colorado Rule.
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ALTERNATIVE 2. COLORADO ROADLESS RULE, PROPOSED ACTION

Alternative 2 is the proposed action, also called the Colorado Roadless Rule. The Colorado
Roadless Rule is based on the petition submitted by the State of Colorado to the Secretary of
Agriculture. The Colorado Roadless Rule establishes general prohibitions on road
construction/reconstruction, LCZs, and tree-cutting, sale or removal within CRAs, while
permitting those activities under certain exceptions to address State and local land management
needs. Under this alternative, substantially altered acres within the IRAs have been removed
from the CRA inventory and would be managed following forest plan direction.

Colorado Roadless Areas

Under this alternative, approximately 4.19 million acres of NFS lands in Colorado would be
identified as CRAs!4. The CRAs in this alternative exclude the congressionally designated areas
that overlap portions of the original 2001 Roadless Rule IRAs. Further, this alternative
incorporates updated roadless area evaluations from the four national forests that are or will be
working on land management plan revisions (GMUG; Manti-La Sal; Pike-San Isabel; and San
Juan National Forests). This alternative updates the inventory by eliminating mapping errors on
the four national forests in Colorado that completed roadless inventories from 1996 - 2002 as
part of their revised land management plans (Arapaho-Roosevelt; Rio Grande; Routt, and White
River). The CRAs are based on the most updated land ownership boundaries, roads inventories,
and mapping technologies available.

The inventory was reviewed by the Colorado Department of Natural Resources, Division of
Wildlife, as well as the public during the initial draft EIS public comment period. Changes to
the Colorado Roadless Areas were identified during this process.

The CRAs in this alternative do not include 467,100 acres identified in the 2001 Roadless Rule.
This includes 458,800 acres of substantially altered land and 8,300 acres within existing ski
permits or ski area development allocations in the forest plans. The 458,800 acres of
substantially altered lands are those that do not have roadless area characteristics, primarily
because of road construction and timber harvest activities that have occurred in the area. The
8,300 acres of ski area terrain not included in CRAs include 6,600 acres in ski areas under
existing permits’>and 1,700 acres outside permit boundaries but within forest plan allocations
for future ski area development (see Developed Ski Areas section in chapter 3). Under this
alternative, all of the acres eliminated from the CRAs would be managed according to their
respective forest plans.

The CRAs under this alternative include approximately 409,500 acres of unroaded NFS lands
that were not identified in the 2001 Roadless Rule. These areas contain roadless area
characteristics and were recommended by the State to be included within the CRA inventory.

This alternative also specifically identifies 20,000 acres in CRAs on the GMUG National Forests
as the North Fork coal mining area. In this area, temporary road construction and
reconstruction exceptions would apply (Map 13 in map packet).

' Colorado Roadless Areas refer to areas identified in a set of maps maintained at the national headquarters office
of the Forest Service, including records regarding any adjustments or modifications to such maps.

> For the 6,600 acres under permit, development can occur under any alternative after environmental analysis is
complete.
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This alternative designates a total of 562,200 acres as CRA upper tier acres'é- The CRA upper tier
acres in this alternative are generally unroaded and do not contain any existing oil and gas
leases. The Arapaho-Roosevelt, Rio Grande, Routt, and White River National Forests contain
257,400 acres. These CRA upper tier acres prohibit or tightly restrict management activities
related to road construction and tree-cutting under their current forest plans; forest plans that
have gone through public comment periods during planning efforts. Details on the upper tier
acres are found in Appendix B, Table B-8.

Approximately 304,900 upper tier acres occur on the GMUG National Forests and the San Juan
National Forest. Based on public involvement during previous and current revision processes,
these acres were identified for management that prohibits or tightly restricts road construction
and tree-cutting. Further detail on these upper tier acres are found in Appendix B, tables B-9
and B-10. All 562,200 upper tier acres are analyzed in alternative 2.

Table 2-6. CRA Upper Tier Acres and CRA Optional Upper Tier Acres by Forest

Upper Tier Upper Tier
Forest Ac_re_s % of Forest /.-\cires % of Forest  Total of Upper
Revision CRA Acres Revision Not CRA Acres Tier Acres
Completed Completed
Arapaho-Roosevelt 149.700 43% - - 149.700
GMUG - - 182,700 20% 182,700
Manti-La Sal - - - - -
Pike-San Isabel - - - - -
Rio Grande 100 <1% - - 100
Routt 24,600 6% - 24,600
San Juan - 122,200 22% 122,200
White River 83,000 13% 83,000
Total, Colorado 257,400 6% 304,900 7% 562,200

Numbers may not add due to rounding.

In summary, the Colorado Roadless Rule identifies approximately 4.19 million acres of NFS
land in Colorado to be managed as CRAs. CRAs include 409,500 acres not identified as IRAs
and exclude 467,100 acres that are within ski areas or substantially altered. Alternative 2
identifies 562,200 acres for upper tier protections.

Administrative Corrections or Modifications of Colorado Roadless
Areas

This alternative allows the Chief of the Forest Service to make administrative corrections to the
boundaries of CRAs after a public notice and 30-day comment period. Administrative
corrections include clerical, typographical, and mapping errors or improvement in mapping
technology based on improved field data from updated imagery, global positioning system
data, or other collected field data. The Chief of the Forest Service may make modifications to the
CRA boundaries based on changed circumstances after public notice and 90-day comment
period. The construction of temporary roads or tree-cutting, sale or removal within CRAs

' Colorado Roadless Areas upper tier acres refer to areas identified in a set of maps maintained at the national
headquarters office of the Forest Service, including records regarding any adjustments or modifications to such
maps. Further detail on the upper tier acres are found in Appendix Tables B-8, B-9, B-10 and on Map 4 in the map
packet.
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cannot be the cause for a boundary modification.

Management of Colorado Roadless Areas

With certain exceptions, the Colorado Roadless Rule prohibits three main types of activities
within CRAs: (1) tree-cutting, sale or removal; (2) road construction and reconstruction; and (3)
development of LCZs. Some exceptions also apply to the upper tier acres and are specifically
noted below.

Tree-cutting, Sale, or Removal

This alternative generally prohibits tree-cutting, sale or removal within CRAs, but it does
provide for limited exceptions to this general prohibition. The exceptions under which tree-
cutting, sale or removal would be allowed are described in Table 2-7.

The responsible official may only authorize tree-cutting, sale, or removal for these exceptions
where the Responsible Official determines the activity is consistent with the applicable forest
plan, and one or more of the roadless area characteristics will be maintained or improved over
the long-term (except for the last two exceptions in the following table —where it is incidental or
for personal or administrative uses). Whether the exception applies or does not apply to upper
tier acres is noted.

Table 2-7. Alternative 2, exceptions in which tree-cutting, sale, or removal would be allowed in
Colorado Roadless Areas (also applies to Alternative 4)17

Description of Exceptions

Where the Regional Forester determines tree-cutting is needed to reduce the wildfire hazard to an at-risk community
or municipal water supply system within the first %2 mile of the community protection zone or within the next one-mile
of the community protection zone where proposed projects are within an area identified in a Community Wildfire
Protection Plan (CWPP). For the CPZ to extend beyond the first %2 mile and up to an additional one-mile, the land
must exhibit one of the following characteristics: a sustained steep slope that creates the potential for wildfire
behavior endangering the at-risk community; has a geographic feature that aids in creating an effective fire break,
such as a road or a ridge top; or is in condition class 3 as defined by Healthy Forest Restoration Act (Pub. L. 108—
148). If no CWPP exists, no project would be proposed beyond the first %2 mile. Projects would focus on small
diameter trees to create strategic fuel breaks that modify fire behavior while retaining large trees to the maximum
extent practical as appropriate to the forest type. Does not apply to upper tier acres.

Where needed outside of the community protection zone if the Regional Forester has determined there is a
significant risk that a wildland fire disturbance event could adversely affect a municipal water supply system or the
maintenance of the system. A significant risk exists where the history of fire occurrence and fire hazard indicate a
serious likelihood that a wildland fire event would have adverse effects to a municipal water supply system. Does not
apply to upper tier acres.

Where needed to maintain or restore the characteristics of ecosystem composition, structure and function. Does not
apply to upper tier acres.

Where needed to improve threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive species habitat in coordination with the
Colorado Department of Natural Resources including the Colorado Division of Wildlife. Does not apply to upper tier
acres.

Where it is incidental to the implementation of a management activity not otherwise prohibited by this subpart. This is
applicable to all CRA acres, including upper tier.

Where needed and appropriate for personal or administrative use, as provided for in 36 CFR 223. This is applicable
to all CRA acres, including upper tier.

" Further details about the exceptions listed in table 2-7 are in the rule §294.42
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Roads and Linear Construction Zones

All of the road construction exceptions in the Colorado Roadless Rule dictate the type of road
(forest road or temporary road) or LCZ allowed (see Table 2-1). In all of the exceptions, the
decision as to the type of road constructed or the use of an LCZ will be that which meets the
purpose and has the shortest duration on the land. For example, a temporary road would be
constructed if it could provide reasonable access even if exceptions allow construction of a
forest road. Except as allowed in the Colorado Roadless Rule, a temporary road shall not
change designation to a forest road. Road maintenance would be allowed within CRAs.

Road Construction and Reconstruction

Alternative 2 generally prohibits road construction/reconstruction within CRAs, but it does
provide for limited exceptions to this general prohibition. There are required findings prior to
road construction, reconstruction detailed in a following section.

The exceptions under which forest (permanent) road construction or reconstruction would be
allowed are described in Table 2-8 under this alternative. The descriptions include some minor
paraphrasing from the Colorado Roadless Rule for readability in this EIS. Readers may refer to
the published rule language for additional detail. Whether the exception applies or does not
apply to upper tier acres is noted.

Table 2-8. Alternative 2, exceptions in which forest (permanent) road construction and
reconstruction would be allowed in Colorado Roadless Areas (also applies to Alternative 4)18

Description of Exceptions

Where a road is needed pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights, or as provided for by statutes or treaties. This is
applicable to all CRA acres, including upper tier.

Where road realignment is needed to prevent irreparable resource damage that arises from the design, location, use,
or deterioration of a NFS road that cannot be mitigated by road maintenance. Road realignment may occur only if the
road is deemed essential for administrative or public access, public health and safety, or other authorized use. Does

not apply to upper tier acres.

Where road reconstruction is needed to implement a road safety improvement project on a forest road determined to
be hazardous on the basis of accident experience or accident potential on that road. Does not apply to upper tier
acres.

Where the Regional Forester determines a road is needed to allow for the construction, reconstruction, or
maintenance of water conveyance structures operated pursuant to a pre-existing water court decree issued by the
Colorado Water Courts prior to [final rule effective date] adjudicating as the point of a diversion or the place of use a
location within a CRA. Does not apply to upper tier acres.

Table 2-9 summarizes the exceptions for only temporary road construction that could be
allowed within CRAs and none of these exceptions are allowed in the upper tier acres in
alternative 2. None of these exceptions could be upgraded to a forest road.

'8 Further details about the exceptions listed in table 2-8 are in the rule §294.43.
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Table 2-9. Alternative 2, exceptions in which only temporary road construction and reconstruction
would be allowed in Colorado Roadless Areas (also applies to Alternative 4)"

Descriptions of Exceptions

Where a temporary road is needed for public health and safety in cases of threat of flood, fire, or other potential
catastrophic event that without intervention, would cause the loss of life or property. Does not apply to upper tier
acres.

Where the Regional Forester determines a temporary road is needed to facilitate tree-cutting, sale or removal to
reduce the wildfire hazard to an at-risk community or municipal water supply system within the first one-half mile of a
community protection zone. Does not apply to upper tier acres.

Where the Regional Forester determines a temporary road is needed to facilitate tree-cutting for maintenance and
restoration of the characteristics of ecosystem composition, structure and processes within the first one-half mile of
the community protection zone. Does not apply to upper tier acres.

Where a temporary road is needed in conjunction with exploration or development of an existing oil and gas lease
that otherwise does not prohibit road construction or reconstruction, including construction of infrastructure necessary
to transport the product on NFS lands, under an existing lease as of the effective date of this rule. (Alternative 2 CRA
upper tier acres have no existing oil and gas leases.)

Where a temporary road is needed for coal exploration and coal-related activities on CRA lands in the North Fork
coal mining area (shown on Map13 in the map packet). Such roads may be used for the purpose of collecting and
transporting methane gas from coal mines. Buried infrastructure, including pipelines, needed for the capture,
collection, and use of coal mine methane would be located within the rights-of-way of temporary roads that are
otherwise necessary for coal-related surface activities including the installation and operation of methane venting
wells. Alternative 2 CRA upper tier acres are not located in the North Fork coal mining area).

Linear Construction Zones (LCZs)

Alternative 2 generally prohibits LCZs within CRAs, but it does provide for limited exceptions
to this general prohibition. There are required findings prior to the use of an LCZ that are
detailed in a following section.

The exceptions under which LCZs would be allowed are described in Table 2-10 under this
alternative. The descriptions include some minor paraphrasing from the Colorado Roadless
Rule for readability in this EIS. Readers may refer to the published rule language for additional
detail. All exceptions are applicable to the CRA upper tier acres.

Table 2-10. Alternative 2, exceptions in which linear construction zones would be allowed in
Colorado Roadless Areas (also applies to Alternative 4)20

Description of Exceptions

Where the Regional Forester determines a linear construction zone is needed to allow for the construction,
reconstruction, or maintenance of water conveyance structures operated pursuant to a pre-existing water court
decree issued by the Colorado Water Courts prior to [final rule effective date] adjudicating as the point of a diversion
or the place of use a location within a CRA.

Where the Regional Forester determines a linear construction zone is needed to allow for the construction,
reconstruction, or maintenance of existing or future authorized electrical power lines or telecommunication lines.
Authorize electrical power lines or telecommunication lines within CRAs only if there is no opportunity for the project
to be implemented outside of a CRA without causing substantially greater environmental damage.

Where the Regional Forester determines a linear construction zone is needed to allow for the construction or
reconstruction of a pipeline associated with an oil and gas lease that allows surface use within a CRA or the
construction or reconstruction of a pipeline needed to connect to infrastructure within a CRA from outside a CRA
where such a connection would cause substantially less environmental damage than alternative routes. The
construction of pipelines for the purposes of transporting oil or natural gas through a CRA where the source(s) and
destination(s) of the pipeline are located exclusively outside of a CRA shall not be authorized.

¥ Further details about the exceptions listed in table 2-9 are in the rule §294.43.
* Further details about the exceptions listed in table 2-10 are in the rule §294.44.

Chapter 2. Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action—55



Roadless Area Conservation; National Forest System Land in Colorado RDEIS

Required Findings Prior to Road Construction/Reconstruction or LCZ

Prior to any decision allowing construction or reconstruction of any type of road or
development of an LCZ under any of the exceptions in a CRA, the following required findings
must be made, through a site-specific project analysis, before the activity is allowed:

e that the action is consistent with forest plan direction; and

e that motorized access for the project without road construction or an LCZ is not
technically feasible; and

e that if the action occurs within native cutthroat trout catchments or identified recovery
watersheds, conditions within the water influence zone and the native cutthroat trout
habitat would not be diminished over the long-term, and

e that for a proposed forest road, a temporary road would not provide reasonable access.

Road Construction/Reconstruction and LCZ Considerations

This alternative would require that specific considerations be incorporated into any road
construction, road reconstruction, or LCZ project implemented within CRAs.

e All road construction in a CRA must be conducted in a manner that reduces, to the
extent practicable, effects on surface resources and prevents unnecessary or
unreasonable surface disturbance.

e All roads constructed in CRAs under all exceptions would prohibit public motor vehicle
use (including off-highway vehicles) unless specifically allowed for the purpose for
which the road was established (e.g. Federal Highways). Nothing in the rule would
prohibit:

o the use of motor vehicles for administrative use by the Forest Service;

o motor vehicle use that is specifically authorized under a written authorization
issued under Federal law or regulation; or

o motor vehicle use by any fire, emergency, or law enforcement personnel.

When a road is no longer needed (for the established purpose), or upon termination or
expiration of a contract, authorization, or permit, whichever is sooner, all roads shall be
decommissioned and the affected landscape restored. A road decommissioning provision shall
be required in all such contracts or permits. Decommissioning would be designed to stabilize,
restore, and revegetate unneeded roads to a more natural state to protect resources and enhance
roadless area characteristics.

When an LCZ is constructed in a CRA, installation of the linear facility would be done in a
manner that minimizes ground disturbance, including placement within existing right-of-ways
where feasible. When the LCZ is no longer needed for the installation of the linear facility, any
ground disturbance associated with the LCZ and the affected landscape would be restored. A
restoration provision is required in all LCZ contracts or permits and would not be waived.

Additional Provisions

Table 2-11 describes additional provisions in the Colorado Roadless Rule that may influence
management of CRAs.
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Table 2-11. Alternative 2, additional provisions for managing land uses within Colorado Roadless
Areas (also applies to Alternative 4)*

Description of Additional Provisions

Each environmental analysis for oil and gas leasing shall consider eight listed items in determining conditions for
inclusion in approved Surface Use Plans of Operation. These considerations apply to both existing oil and gas
leases, under which some roads would be allowed and future oil and gas leases under which no roads would be
allowed. These eight items are:

(1) locate roads, well sites, and facilities on pre-existing areas of surface disturbance and minimize the amount of
necessary temporary road construction or reconstruction;

(2) include an alternative for proposed operations that addresses directional drilling on multi-well sites on pre-
existing disturbance;

(3) restrict road construction for leases partially within CRAs to portions of the lease outside of CRAs except when
doing so would be substantially more environmentally damaging, compromise safety standards, or is
unfeasible due to topography or surface conditions;

(4) perform reclamation of surface disturbances incrementally to minimize the total area of disturbance at any given
point in time during the exploration or development of a lease; (5) design temporary roads and facilities to
blend with the terrain to minimize visual impacts and to facilitate restoration when the road is no longer
needed;

(6) co-locate power lines, flow lines and pipelines within the right-of-way of roads to minimize the area of surface
disturbance;

(7) consider new and developing low impact techniques and technologies and either dismiss or apply with
justification; and

(8) utilize the best available technology, to the extent possible, to minimize noise and air emissions.

Environmental documentation would be prepared for any proposed action in a CRA, pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its implementing regulations at 40 CFR §1500-1508.

ALTERNATIVE 3: NO ACTION — FOREST PLAN DIRECTION

Alternative 3 would manage IRAs and the remainder of the acres within the analysis area based
on direction in the forest plans for the eight national forests. Forest plan direction is applied to
the IRAs as well as to the 409,500 newly identified roadless acres included in the CRAs.

Forest plan direction that applies to the management of roadless areas includes forest plan goals
(desired conditions), objectives, forest-wide standards and guidelines, management area
standards and guidelines, and descriptions of suitable uses. In each forest plan, roadless areas
overlap a number of different land management allocations. Therefore, roadless areas would be
managed under this alternative according to a mix of forest plan direction.

As previously described in Features Common to All Alternatives, forest plans may be updated
through an amendment or revision process to reflect changed conditions or specific public or
management needs. The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) requires forest plans to be
revised at least every 15 years. Project-level amendments to forest plans may be made to make
the forest plan consistent with a specific project if warranted. Subsequent forest plan
amendments and revisions may result in changes to roadless area management direction. These
acres could be subject to or affected by subsequent reinstatement, reconsideration, revision, or
revocation of the 2001 Roadless Rule because this alternative does not establish a roadless rule.

Roadless Areas

There is no specific direction for roadless areas in alternative 3. This RDEIS analyzes the effects
of alternative 3 by looking at the IRAs of alternative 1 (4.24 million acres) as well as the

! Further details about the provisions listed in table 2-11 are in the rule §294.45 and §294.46.
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remainder of the analysis area for a total of 4.65 million acres.

During a forest plan revision potential wilderness areas are inventoried following the Forest
Service Handbook 1909.12 Chapter 70. The forest plan revision process includes a requirement
to review each administrative unit for potential wilderness areas and evaluation of those areas
as recommended wilderness. The process includes meeting requirements under NEPA and
requirements for public participation. An inventory of unroaded areas is the first step toward
identification of potential wilderness areas during forest plan revisions.

Management of Inventoried Roadless Areas

The Arapaho-Roosevelt, Rio Grande, Routt, and White River National Forests have completed
forest plan revisions. The GMUG, Manti-La Sal, and Pike-San Isabel National Forests are
expected to revise their forest plans in the next five years. The San Juan National Forest is
currently undergoing forest plan revision. In the past few years, the trend has been to allocate
more roadless areas to management prescriptions that protect roadless area characteristics.

In general, alternative 3 potentially allows for more road construction/reconstruction and tree-
cutting, sale or removal in roadless areas compared to the other three alternatives. Generally
there is no specific forest plan language restricting the use of LCZs. Appendix B contains a
summary of current forest plan management direction for road construction and reconstruction
and tree-cutting, sale or removal activities in roadless areas. Map 5 in the map packet shows
alternative 3 with management direction for road construction, reconstruction, and tree-cutting
activities.

Tree-cutting, Sale, or Removal

Under alternative 3, there is no general prohibition on tree-cutting, sale, or removal within the
IRAs. Therefore, tree-cutting, sale, or removal would be allowed in IRAs anywhere those
activities are not specifically prohibited or limited by forest-wide or management area direction
in the applicable forest plan.

Forest plan direction for tree-cutting, sale or removal generally falls into one of four categories:

Tree-cutting, sale, or removal is generally prohibited except where needed for reserved
and outstanding rights, or for other exemptions mandated by law, regulation, or policy.
Examples of exemptions mandated by law, regulation, or policy include: tree-cutting to
maintain roads or trails for safety purposes; removal of hazard trees; fire line
construction for wildland fire suppression or control of prescribed fire; tree-cutting
allowed under existing authorizations such as for developing ski runs or utility
corridors; and others.

Tree-cutting, sale, or removal is generally restricted based on desired conditions or
guidelines; not based on mandatory direction.

Tree-cutting, sale, or removal is generally not restricted except under some specific
exceptions based on the purpose and need of the project or for the protection of specific
resources. Examples include situations in which tree-cutting is limited to certain
locations or conditions, such as to reduce wildland fire hazard or improve wildlife
habitat.

Tree-cutting, sale, or removal is generally allowed as needed to meet multiple-use
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management purposes.

Although management direction in the forest plans regarding tree-cutting differs by national
forest, some direction is common among plans. Common to all forest plans, tree-cutting for
hazardous fuel reduction or wildlife habitat improvement may occur on NFS lands that are
considered unsuitable for timber production. Also common to all forest plans, tree-cutting for
primarily timber production purposes is limited to NFS land identified as suitable for timber
production.

Road Construction and Reconstruction

Alternative 3 follows forest plan direction and Forest Service directives and regulations for road
construction and reconstruction. The directives discourage construction of new forest
(permanent) roads and require responsible officials to minimize the miles of forest roads to
those determined to be necessary. Furthermore, the directives encourage use of temporary
roads when permanent forest roads are not necessary. The responsible official may consider
temporary road construction only after reviewing other access options, and such roads must be
constructed in a manner that minimizes effects on surface resources, prevents unnecessary or
unreasonable surface disturbances, and complies with all applicable forest plan direction,
regulations and laws. When temporary roads are no longer needed, or upon termination or
expiration of the lease, contract, or permit, whichever is sooner, those roads must be
decommissioned and the affected landscape restored to a more natural state. These road
construction and decommissioning policies associated with alternative 3 are generally the same
as those described for the other alternatives.

In addition to those road system management requirements just described, forest plan direction
for road construction and reconstruction generally falls into one of four categories:

e Road construction/reconstruction is generally prohibited except where needed for
reserved and outstanding rights or other exemptions mandated by law, regulation, or

policy.
e Road construction/reconstruction is generally restricted based on a desired condition
or guideline; not a mandatory restriction.

* Road construction/reconstruction is generally not restricted except under some specific
exceptions based on the purpose of and need for the road, or road density limitations, or
protection of natural resource values.

e Road construction/reconstruction is generally allowed for any multiple-use
management need, where consistent with law, regulation, or policy.

Alternative 3 differs from the other three alternatives in that it does not include a general
prohibition on road construction or reconstruction or the construction of LCZs. Road
construction in these roadless areas would be prohibited or limited only where there is specific
forest plan direction. Map 5 in the map packet shows alternative 3 with management direction
for road construction, reconstruction, and tree-cutting activities.

Linear Construction Zones (LCZs)

Forest plans are usually silent on LCZs but certain management areas may limit the placement
of linear features or provide direction to follow to protect resource values when proposing a
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linear feature and corresponding LCZ.

ALTERNATIVE 4. COLORADO ROADLESS RULE WITH PUBLIC
PROPOSED UPPER TIER

Alternative 4 has the same general prohibitions as alternative 2 on tree-cutting, sale or removal,
road construction/reconstruction, and LCZs within CRAs, while permitting those activities
under certain exceptions to address State and local land management needs (see Tables 2-6
through 2-11). Identical to alternative 2, substantially altered acres within the IRAs have been
removed from the CRA inventory and would be managed following forest plan direction.
Identical to alternative 2, road construction and tree-cutting, sale or removal would be restricted
within CRAs.

The only difference between alternative 4 and alternative 2 is that alternative 4 designates
2,614,200 acres as CRA upper tier acres.22Some, but not all of the alternative 2 upper tier acres
are upper tier acres in alternative 4. Under this alternative, a portion of the CRA upper tier acres
contain existing oil and gas leases that allow roads. The eight items listed in Table 2-11 for
inclusion in Surface Use Plans of Operation in the development of oil and gas leases would also
apply to this alternative.

** Further details on the CRA upper tier acres in alternative 4 are found in Appendix C and Map 6 in the map
packet.
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Table 2-12. Upper Tier CRAs by Forest designated under Alternative 4
Upper Tier

Acres el

Forest T_ﬁteilklcprgzr Overlap V\{ith F&r?e:t

562,200 in Acres

Alternative 2

Arapaho-Roosevelt 198,500 84,000 57%
GMUG 544,900 81,800 60%
Manti-La Sal 7,700 - 100%
Pike-San Isabel 312,900 - 40%
Rio Grande 323,500 - 62%
Routt 362,000 14,600 83%
San Juan 482,000 118,200 85%
White River 382,700 36,000 60%
Colorado 2,614,200 334,700 62%

Numbers may not add due to rounding.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

This section provides a comparative summary of each alternative from two perspectives. Table
2-13 compares each alternative by key elements of the proposed rule. Because the management
direction in alternative 2 and 4 are the same, the table refers to both in the same column.
Management direction relating to tree-cutting and road construction is more restrictive within
Colorado Roadless Areas upper tier acres in alternatives 2 and 4 and the differences are noted
within the column. Table 2-14 compares the estimated consequences of each alternative,
summarized from the environmental consequences described in detail in chapter 3. The
comparison tables focus on the key differences between the alternatives and their most likely
consequences. Because the proposed rulemaking and its alternatives are broad and
programmatic, and do not involve any proposed site-specific actions, the consequences are
appropriately broad and qualitative rather than quantitative. In the few places where the
alternatives differ, it is noted. All other management direction in these two alternatives is the
same in the Colorado Roadless Areas, whether in the upper tier acres or not.
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Descriptor

Alternative 1 — Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule;

Alternative 4 — Colorado Roadless
Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

Alternative 3 — No Action
Forest Plans

Overview and Where Alternative Applies

Roadless area management
direction

Roadless areas

Changes to roadless area
boundaries

The management of roadless areas on NFS
lands in Colorado would be governed by
provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule and
by any additional limitations imposed by
forest plans.

4.24 million acres of IRAs established by the
2001 Roadless Rule, excluding 185,000
acres of wilderness and other
congressionally designated acres as well as
correcting mapping errors to remove areas
identified as wilderness or private land from
the inventory.

Currently there is no process for changing
IRA boundaries.

Management of roadless areas on NFS
lands in Colorado would be governed by
provisions of the Colorado Roadless
Rule and by any additional limitations
imposed by forest plans.

4.19 million acres of CRAs that stem
from the IRAs established by the 2001
Roadless Rule, excluding 185,000 acres
of wilderness and other congressionally
designated acres, and modified by
correcting map errors and updating NFS
land boundaries.

Removing 8,300 acres of allocated ski
areas and 458,800 substantially altered
areas.

Adding 409,500 acres of unroaded lands
meeting roadless area criteria.
Designating portions of or entire CRAs
as upper tier acres.

Designating 562,200 acres as upper tier
in alternative 2.

Asking for comment on CRA upper tier in
alternatives 2 and 4.

Provides a process for the Forest
Service to make changes to CRA
boundaries. Changes are subject to
public review and comment.

Management of roadless areas on
NFS lands in Colorado would be
governed exclusively by the
applicable management direction in
forest plans.

IRAs and CRAs are managed
according to forest plan direction.

Roadless inventories completed
during forest plan revision process,
subject to public review and
comment, and other NFMA and
NEPA regulations.
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Descriptor

Alternative 1 — Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule;

Alternative 4 — Colorado Roadless
Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

Alternative 3 — No Action
Forest Plans

Comparison of Tree-cutting, Sale,

General tree-cutting, sale, and
removal provisions

Tree-cutting, sale, or removal for
incidental, personal,
administrative uses

Tree-cutting, sale, or removal in
substantially altered areas

or Removal by Alternative

Tree-cutting, sale, or removal, is generally
prohibited in roadless areas, with some
exceptions (see below).

In some IRAs forest plans add more

restrictions related to conducting this
activity, to protect other resource values.

Tree-cutting for all exceptions is expected to

be infrequent.

This activity is allowed in IRAs:

Where incidental to other management
activities (e.g., road or trail construction or

maintenance, minerals operations, and other

authorized uses).
For personal or administrative uses, as

provided for in 36 CFR part 223 (e.g.,
firewood, Christmas trees).

This activity is not rule-limited in
substantially altered areas in IRAs and is
only limited by applicable management
direction in forest plans.

Similar to the general prohibition in
alternative 1, although there are more
exceptions under this alternative (see
below). An additional limitation is that the
Responsible Official must determine the
activity is consistent with the forest plan
and one or more of the roadless area
characteristics would be maintained or
improved over the long-term except
when tree-cutting is for incidental,
personal or administrative uses. In some
CRAs, forest plans add more restrictions
related to conducting this activity to
protect other resource values.

Same as alternative 1 within CRAs
including upper tier acres.

Substantially altered acres have been
removed from CRAs and are only limited
by applicable management direction in
forest plans.

In some IRAs tree-cutting is
prohibited or limited to protect
resource values.

Forest plans in Colorado generally
allow tree-cutting for non-timber
purposes on any NFS lands, subject
to specific resource management
direction.

Forest plans identify lands suitable for
timber harvest for timber production
purposes.

Same as alternative 1.

This activity is only limited by
applicable management direction in
forest plans.
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Descriptor

Alternative 1 — Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule;

Alternative 4 — Colorado Roadless
Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

Alternative 3 — No Action
Forest Plans

Tree-cutting to maintain or
restore ecosystem composition
and structure within the range of
variability expected to occur
under natural disturbance
regimes of the current climatic
period

Tree-cutting, sale, or removal for
habitat improvement

Tree-cutting, sale, or removal to
reduce wildland fire hazard

An example of this activity given in the rule
is to reduce the risk of wildfire effects but
could have other purposes.

Generally small-diameter trees and would
maintain or improve one or more roadless
area characteristics.

This exception can also include treatments
for prevention or suppression of insect and
diseases in order to maintain or restore
ecosystem characteristics.

This activity is allowed in IRAs to improve
habitat for threatened, endangered,
proposed, or sensitive species, and to
maintain or improve roadless area
characteristics.

Limited to generally small-diameter trees
and would maintain or improve one or more
roadless area characteristics

This activity is allowed in IRAs, to maintain
or restore ecosystem composition and
structure, such as to reduce the risk of
uncharacteristic wildland fire effects, within
the range of variability expected to occur
under natural disturbance regimes of the
current climatic period, and would maintain
or improve roadless area characteristics.
Limited to generally small-diameter trees

and prohibits associated road
construction/reconstruction.

Not allowed within CRA upper tier acres

Language simplified and updated to take
into account climate change: “to maintain
or restore characteristics of ecosystem
composition, structure and processes”.
These are infrequent.

This exception can also include
treatments for prevention or suppression
of insect and diseases in order to
maintain or restore ecosystem
characteristics.

Not allowed within CRA upper tier acres.

This activity is allowed in CRAs to
improve habitat for threatened,
endangered, proposed, or Regionally
designated sensitive species in
coordination with the Colorado
Department of Natural Resources
including the Colorado Division of
Wildlife.

Not limited to generally small diameter
trees.

This activity is not allowed on upper tier
acres within CRAs

On acres within CRAs that are not upper
tier, this activity is allowed where the
Regional Forester determines it is
needed to reduce wildland fire hazard to
an at-risk community or municipal water
supply system

Within the first ¥2 mile of the CPZ;

Within the next one-mile of the CPZ
where projects would be within the area
of a Community Wildfire Protection Plan.
If no CWPP exists, no projects would be
proposed in this next one-mile. For the
CPZ to extend beyond the first %2 mile

Tree-cutting is only limited by
applicable management direction in
forest plans.

Forest plans generally allow tree-
cutting in IRAs to improve habitat for
all species including threatened,
endangered, proposed, Regionally
designated sensitive species or other
species.

Forest plans allow tree-cutting in
most IRAs for purposes described in
alternatives 1 or 2, with exceptions in
some specific management areas.

Not limited to generally small-
diameter trees, and does not
preclude associated road
construction/reconstruction except as
precluded by specific forest plan
direction.
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Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Alternative 1 — Provisions of the 2001 Colorado Roadless Rule; Alternative 3 — No Action

Roadless Rule Alternative 4 — Colorado Roadless Forest Plans
Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

Descriptor

and up to an additional one-mile, the
land must exhibit one of the following
characteristics: a sustained steep slope
that creates the potential for wildfire
behavior endangering the at-risk
community; has a geographic feature
that aids in creating an effective fire
break, such as a road or a ridge top; or
is in condition class 3 as defined by
Healthy Forest Restoration Act (Pub. L.
108-148).

On acres within CRAs outside of the
CPZ this activity is allowed where the
Regional Forester has determined there
is a significant risk that a wildland fire
disturbance event could affect a
municipal water supply system or the
maintenance of the system. A significant
risk exists where the history of fire
occurrence and fire hazard indicate a
serious likelihood that a wildland fire
disturbance event would have adverse
effects to a municipal water supply
system.

Such projects would focus on small
diameter trees to create strategic fuel
breaks that modify fire behavior while
large trees would be retained to the
extent practical, as appropriate to the
forest type,

Projects outside of the CPZ are
expected to be infrequent.

Tree-cutting, sale or removal These acres are not within the IRA These acres are within the CRA These acres are not within the IRA
within newly designated roadless  inventory. inventory inventory
areas No regulatory limitation on tree-cutting, sale  Tree-cutting, sale or removal is subject These acres remain subject to forest
or removal to the prohibitions in the Colorado plan direction
Roadless Rule
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Descriptor

Alternative 1 — Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule;

Alternative 4 — Colorado Roadless
Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

Alternative 3 — No Action
Forest Plans

Comparison of Road Construction and Reconstruction and Linear Construction Zones by Alternative

General road construction
provisions

Road construction in ski areas

Roads construction in
substantially altered lands
(~458,800 acres)

Generally prohibits road construction or
reconstruction in IRAs. Exceptions do not
distinguish between forest roads and
temporary roads.

Rule language does not include additional
requirements for environmental analysis or
NEPA documentation.

Does not include specific provisions about
decommissioning and closing roads.

Does not include provisions about closing
roads to public motorized use.

Road construction or reconstruction is
limited to within ski area permit boundaries
established prior to [the effective date of this
rule] (~6,600 acres).

The 8,300 acres of permitted and allocated
to ski areas within IRAs remain within IRAs.

Road construction or reconstruction on
substantially altered lands in IRAs is
prohibited.

Substantially altered acres remain in the
IRAS.

Generally prohibits road construction or
reconstruction in CRAs, distinguishing
between forest roads and temporary
roads.

Includes additional environmental
analysis and determination requirements
for road construction determining that:

motorized access without road
construction is not technically feasible;

within a native cutthroat trout catchment
or identified recovery watershed, road
construction would not diminish
conditions in the water influence zone
and in the native cutthroat habitat over
the long-term;

road construction is consistent with the
applicable forest plan;

when proposing to build a forest road, a
temporary road would not provide
reasonable access.

Includes specific provisions about
decommissioning and closing roads.

Roads are closed to public motorized
use.

No rule-related limitations on road
construction or reconstruction in
permitted or forest plan-allocated ski
areas (~8,300 acres). Ski areas remain
subject to forest plan direction.

Ski areas are excluded from CRAs.

These acres are excluded from CRAs.

No rule-related limitations on road
construction or reconstruction on the
substantially altered lands; remain
subject to forest plan direction.

Forest plans include some IRAs
where roads are generally prohibited.
Some forest plan direction
distinguishes between temporary and
forest roads, and provides other
direction to follow to protect resource
values when proposing road
construction.

Does not include additional
environmental analysis requirements
for road construction.

Includes some specific direction
about road decommissioning.

Some plans include some direction
about road closures to public use for
protection of resource values in
specific areas.

Road construction allowed in these
management areas.

Generally road construction is
allowed in these management areas.
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Descriptor

Alternative 1 — Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule;

Alternative 4 — Colorado Roadless
Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

Alternative 3 — No Action
Forest Plans

Road construction in newly
identified roadless acres
(~409,500 acres)

Road construction pursuant to
reserved or outstanding rights or
as provided by statute or treaty

Road construction for public
health & safety and resource
protections

These acres are not within the IRAs.

No rule-related limitations on road
construction or reconstruction on the newly
identified roadless acres; remain subject to
forest plan direction.

Support actions covered by laws or treaties,

including those for purposes of CERCLA,
Federal Highway Projects (23 USC), and
locatable mineral operations (General
Mining Law of 1872, as amended).

Road construction or reconstruction is
allowed in IRAs where needed to:
Prevent irreparable resource damage.
Address road safety hazards

Protect public safety from imminent threat of
flood, fire, and other catastrophic events that

may threaten loss of life or property.

These acres are within the CRAs.

Road construction or reconstruction on
newly identified roadless acres subject to
provisions within the rule.

Same as alternative 1 within CRAs and
upper tier acres.

Not allowed in upper tier.

Same as alternative 1 within standard
tier and additionally:

Only temporary roads may be
constructed or reconstructed as needed
for public health and safety in cases of
threat of flood, fire, and catastrophic
events that without intervention may
cause loss of life or property.
Additional environmental analysis and
implementation requirements as noted
above in general road provisions.

These areas are not within the IRAs.

Road construction direction varies
based on management designations
within these areas.

Same as alternative 1.

Same as alternative 1, per agency
regulations and policy directives.
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Alternative 1 — Provisions of the 2001

LiEsie ol Roadless Rule

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule;

Alternative 4 — Colorado Roadless
Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

Alternative 3 — No Action
Forest Plans

Road construction or reconstruction in IRAs
related to oil and gas exploration and
development is limited to roads needed
pursuant to rights granted under an existing
lease (issued prior to the effective date of
the Colorado Rule) where lease stipulations
and other regulations allow. Forest or
temporary roads could be constructed.
Road construction is prohibited on leases
within IRAs issued after (the effective date of
the Colorado Rule)

Road construction for leasable
minerals operations, specifically
oil and gas

Road construction or reconstruction in
CRAs related to oil and gas exploration
and development is limited to roads
needed pursuant to rights granted under
an existing lease (issued prior to the
effective date of the Colorado Rule)
where lease stipulations and other
regulations allow. Roads are temporary
roads.

Road construction is prohibited on
leases within CRAs issued after (the
effective date of the Colorado Rule)

Eight conditions are to be considered for
inclusion in approved Surface Use Plans
of Operation.

Alternative 2 has no oil and gas leases
within the upper tier acres.

Alternative 4 upper tier acres include
current oil and gas leases where road
construction could occur if allowed by
lease terms and considering eight
conditions for inclusion in approved
Surface Use Plans of Operation.

Leasing stipulations from oil and gas
leasing decisions may constrain
surface occupancy and use in IRAs to
protect resources, and include
reclamation requirements and other
resource protection measures. Future
leases are possible based on forest
plans or oil and gas leasing
decisions.
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Descriptor

Alternative 1 — Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule;

Alternative 4 — Colorado Roadless
Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

Alternative 3 — No Action
Forest Plans

Roads for leasable coal
operations

Road construction for water
conveyance facilities

Road construction or reconstruction in IRAs
for coal exploration and development are
limited to areas under an existing lease
(issued prior to the effective date of the
Colorado Rule). This includes 5,900 acres
within IRAs.

No rule related language on location of
buried infrastructure needed for capture,
collection, and use of coal mine methane.

No regulatory prohibition on the use of roads
constructed or reconstructed for purpose of
collecting and transporting coal mine
methane

Road construction or reconstruction related
to water conveyances is limited in IRAs to
areas under an existing permit (issued prior
to effective date of Colorado Rule). Road
construction or reconstruction is not allowed
for future water conveyance structures.

Road construction or reconstruction in
CRAs is allowed for coal exploration and
development in existing lease areas, and
in future lease areas within the North
Fork coal mining area (20,000 acres).
This includes 4,000 acres currently
leased in the North Fork coal mining
area.

Roads constructed or reconstructed for
coal exploration or coal related surface
activities may also be used for the
purpose of collecting and transporting
coal mine methane in the North Fork
coal mining area when authorized under
a gas lease.

Roads are temporary roads.

Buried infrastructure needed for capture,
collection, and use of coal mine methane
would be located within road rights-of-
way.

No CRA upper tier acres in either
alternative are located in the North Fork
coal mining area.

The Regional Forester determines road
construction or reconstruction is needed
related to authorized water conveyance
structures operated pursuant to a pre-
existing water court decree (issued prior
to effective date of Colorado Rule).
Water conveyances are defined as
facilities associated with the
transmission, storage, impoundment,
and diversion of water on and across
NFS lands.

Not allowed within CRA upper tier acres.

Current forest plan direction does not
limit road-building in areas where coal
resources exist.

Forest plans include management
direction for areas where coal
resources exist to protect sensitive
surface resources.

Current forest plan direction does not
limit location of buried infrastructure.

Road construction/reconstruction
activities in IRAs would be governed
by forest plan direction.

Forest plan direction includes areas

where road construction is prohibited,
limited, discouraged, or unrestricted.
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Descriptor

Alternative 1 — Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule;

Alternative 4 — Colorado Roadless
Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

Alternative 3 — No Action
Forest Plans

Road construction for reducing
wildland fire hazards

Road construction to facilitate
maintenance and restoration of
ecosystem characteristics.

General linear construction zone
provisions (LCZs)

Construction or reconstruction of a road is
not allowed in IRAs to reduce wildland fire
hazard to at-risk communities.

Construction or reconstruction of a road is
not allowed in IRAs for maintenance and
restoration of ecosystem characteristics.

Does not include any prohibition on LCZs
Does not include additional environmental
analysis requirements for LCZs.

Does not include specific provisions about
decommissioning and closing LCZs.

Construction or reconstruction of a
temporary road is allowed with Regional
Forester determination to facilitate tree-
cutting, sale or removal within the first
one-half mile of the CPZ to reduce the
wildfire hazard to an at-risk community
or municipal water supply.

Not allowed within CRA upper tier
acres.

Construction or reconstruction of a
temporary road is allowed with Regional
Forester determination to facilitate tree-
cutting, sale or removal within the first
one-half mile of the CPZ to maintain or
restore ecosystem characteristics.

Not allowed within CRA upper tier acres.

Generally prohibits LCZs in CRAs.
Includes additional environmental
analysis and determination requirements
for LCZs determining that:

motorized access without LCZs is not
technically feasible;

within a native cutthroat trout catchment
or identified recovery watershed, an LCZ
would not diminish conditions in the
water influence zone and in the native
cutthroat habitat over the long-term;

an LCZ is consistent with the applicable
forest plan;

Includes specific provisions about
decommissioning and closing LCZs.
Standard and upper tier provisions the
same.

Road construction/reconstruction
activities would be governed by forest
plan direction, which varies by
management area.

Road construction/reconstruction
activities would be governed by forest
plan direction, which varies by
management area.

Some Forest plans provide direction
to follow to protect resource values
when proposing the use of an LCZ.
Does not include additional
environmental analysis requirements
for LCZs.

Does not include specific provisions
about decommissioning and closing
LCZs.
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Descriptor

Alternative 1 — Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule;

Alternative 4 — Colorado Roadless
Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

Alternative 3 — No Action
Forest Plans

LCZs for water conveyance
structures

LCZs for electrical power lines
and telecommunication lines

Use of an LCZs for construction
or reconstruction of an oil and
gas pipeline

No rule-related prohibition on LCZs.

No rule-related prohibition on LCZs or
location of electrical power lines or
telecommunication lines.

There is no rule-related language prohibiting
the use of an LCZ for this purpose.

The Regional Forester determines an
LCZ is needed related to an authorized
water conveyance structure operated
pursuant to a pre-existing water court
decree (issued prior to effective date of
Colorado Rule). Water conveyances are
defined as facilities associated with the
transmission, storage, impoundment,
and diversion of water on and across
NFS lands.

Construction or an LCZ, with Regional
Forester determination, based on a site-
specific NEPA analysis, is allowed for
the construction, reconstruction, or
maintenance of existing or future
authorized electrical power lines and
telecommunication lines where it has
been determined such utility lines cannot
be located outside of a CRA without
causing substantially greater
environmental damage.

Where the Regional Forester determines
a linear construction zone is needed to
allow for the construction or
reconstruction of a pipeline associated
with an oil and gas lease that allows
surface use within a CRA or the
construction or reconstruction of a
pipeline needed to connect to
infrastructure within a CRA from outside
a CRA where such a connection would
cause substantially less environmental
damage than alternative routes.

Generally forest plan direction does
not limit the use of LCZs.

Generally forest plan direction does
not limit the use of LCZs or the
location of electrical power lines or
telecommunication lines.

Generally forest plan direction does
not limit the use of LCZs.
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Alternative 1 — Provisions of the 2001

LiEsie ol Roadless Rule

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule;

Alternative 4 — Colorado Roadless
Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

Alternative 3 — No Action
Forest Plans

Other Requirements for Management of Roadless Areas in Colorado

Oil and gas pipelines where the No prohibition on oil or gas pipelines through
source(s) and destination(s) of IRAs from sources outside IRAs.

the oil and natural gas is not

within the roadless area

The construction of pipelines for the
purposes of transporting oil or natural
gas through a CRA where the source(s)
and destination(s) of the pipeline are
located exclusively outside of a CRA
shall not be authorized.

Forest plans generally allow oil or gas
pipelines through IRAs from sources
outside IRAs
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Table 2-14. Comparison of alternatives by environmental consequences (refer to chapter 3 for details)23

Issue or Affected Resource

Alternative 1

Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2
Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule

Alternative 3
No Action
Forest Plans

Alternative 4
Colorado Roadless Rule

Fire and Fuels

Ecosystem Composition,
Structure and Processes

Aquatic Species and Habitat

1,800 acres in the analysis
area have projected tree-
cutting activities to reduce
hazardous fuels each year
(900 acres within IRAS).

Least flexibility to conduct
hazardous fuel reduction and
reduce fire risk to
communities and municipal
water supply systems.

500 acres per year in the
analysis area have projected
tree-cutting activities for forest
health purposes (300 acres
within IRAS).

Fewest opportunities to
maintain and restore
ecosystem characteristics,
including resilience to insect
and disease outbreaks and
climate induced stressors.

Least risk for adverse impacts
on aquatic species.

5,900 acres in the analysis
area have projected tree-

cutting activities to reduce
hazardous fuels each year
(5,300 acres within CRAS).

Medium flexibility to conduct
hazardous fuel reduction and
reduce fire risk to
communities and municipal
water supply systems.
Unable to conduct hazardous
fuels reduction on 12% of 0.5
mile CPZ and 13% of 1.5 mile
CPZ due to upper tier acre
prohibitions.

1,000 acres per year in the
analysis area have projected
tree-cutting activities for forest
health purpose (400 acres
within CRAS).

More opportunities than
alternatives 1 and 4, but fewer
opportunities than alternative
3 to maintain and restore
ecosystem characteristics,
including resilience to insect
and disease outbreaks and
climate induced stressors..
Unable to treat upper tier
acres.

More risk than alternatives 1
and 4, less than alternative 3
for adverse impacts on

13,100 acres in the analysis
area have projected tree-
cutting activities to reduce
hazardous fuels each year.

Greatest flexibility to conduct
hazardous fuel reduction and
reduce fire risk to
communities and municipal
water supply systems.

3,500 acres per year within
the analysis area have
projected tree-cutting
activities for forest health
purposes.

Greatest opportunities to to
maintain and restore
ecosystem characteristics,
including resilience to insect
and disease outbreaks and
climate induced stressors.

Greatest risk of adverse
impacts on aquatic species.

2,200 acres in the analysis
area have projected tree-

cutting activities to reduce
hazardous fuels each year
(1,600 acres within CRAS).

Within the CRAs that are not
upper tier acres, the flexibility
to conduct hazardous fuel
reduction and reduce fire risk
to communities and municipal
water supply systems is
identical to alternative 2.

Unable to conduct hazardous
fuels reduction on 48% of 0.5
mile CPZ and 52% of 1.5 mile
CPZ due to upper tier acre
prohibitions;

800 acres per year in the
analysis area have projected
tree-cutting activities for forest
health purposes (200 acres
within CRAS).

More opportunities to maintain
and restore ecosystem
characteristics, including
resilience to insect and
disease outbreaks and climate
induced stressors than
alternative 1 but less than
alternative 3 and alternative 2
due to upper tier acres.

Less risk for adverse impacts
on aquatic species than
alternatives 2 and 3; greater

2 The analysis area is all acres within either the IRAs or the CRAs, or acres that are common between the two and are within both the IRAs and the CRAs. This
totals 4,653,100 acres. Table 3-1 explains this in more detail.

Chapter 2. Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action—73



Roadless Area Conservation; National Forest System Land in Colorado RDEIS

Issue or Affected Resource

Alternative 1

Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2
Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule

Alternative 3
No Action
Forest Plans

Alternative 4
Colorado Roadless Rule

Threatened Endangered or
Sensitive Plants

Economics

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

No adverse impacts to
threatened or endangered
plants because no road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal is projected to
occur where threatened or
endangered plants exist.
Least risk to adverse impacts
to sensitive plants

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Average annual jobs
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = 489 jobs
Oil/gas production = 360 jobs
Coal production = 1,033 jobs
Average annual labor income
associated with —

Oillgas drilling = $25.3 million
Oillgas production =$ 24.6
million

Coal production = $75.2
million

Average annual value of
production associated w/ —
Oillgas drilling = $156.9
million

Oil/gas production = $269.4
million

Coal production = $305.9

aquatic species.
Site specific design criteria

and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

No adverse impacts to
threatened or endangered
plants because no road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal is projected to
occur where threatened or
endangered plants exist.
More risk of adverse impacts
to sensitive plants than
alternatives 1 or 4; less than
alternative 3.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Average annual jobs
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = 489 jobs
Oil/gas production = 360 jobs
Coal production = 1,912 jobs
Average annual labor income
associated with —

Oillgas drilling = $25.3 million
Oillgas production =$ 24.6
million

Coal production = $139.1
million

Average annual value of
production associated w/ —
Oillgas drilling = $156.9
million

Oil/gas production = $269.4
million

Coal production = $566.2

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

No adverse impacts to
threatened or endangered
plants because no road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal is projected to
occur where threatened or
endangered plants exist.
Greatest risk of adverse
impacts to sensitive plants.
Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Average annual jobs
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = 553 jobs
Oil/gas production = 406 jobs
Coal production = 1,912 jobs
Average annual labor income
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = $28.6 million
Oillgas production =$ 27.8
million

Coal production = $139.1
million

Average annual value of
production associated w/ —
Oillgas drilling = $177.6
million

QOil/gas production = $303.9
million

Coal production = $566.2

risk than alternative 1.

Site specific design criteria and
mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

No adverse impacts to
threatened or endangered
plants because no road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal is projected to
occur where threatened or
endangered plants exist.
More risk of adverse impacts
to sensitive plants than
alternative 1; less than
alternatives 2 or 3.

Site specific design criteria and
mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Average annual jobs
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = 489 jobs
Oil/gas production = 360 jobs
Coal production = 1,912 jobs
Average annual labor income
associated with —

Oil/gas drilling = $25.3 million
Oil/gas production =$ 24.6
million

Coal production = $139.1
million

Average annual value of
production associated w/ —
Oil/gas drilling = $156.9 million
Oil/gas production = $269.4
million

Coal production = $566.2
million
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Provisions of the 2001 Proposed Action No Action Alternative 4
Issue or Affected Resource Roadless Rule Colorado Roadless Rule Forest Plans Colorado Roadless Rule
million million million

Soils

Developed Ski Areas

Scenic Quality

Social Values

Terrestrial Species and
Habitat

No difference expected between alternatives at the State level in recreation, tourism, or wood products due to the lack of project
specific data needed for analysis, and the ability to substitute sites and resources at the larger, State-wide scale.

No major difference among alternatives related to the risk of soil impacts. Alternatives 1 and 4 would have the least risk of adverse
effects, and alternative 2 would have a slightly higher risk, followed by alternative 3. However, these differences are insignificant
because they would be small in magnitude and spread over a wide geographic area. Most of the potential effects would be
mitigated by site-specific mitigation measures. The risk of post-fire soil erosion may be higher under alternative 1 and lowest under
alternative 3 as a result of projected levels of fuel treatments.

Least opportunities for ski
area development and
expansion.

6,600 acres within the IRA
boundaries and under permit
prior to the effective date of
rulemaking would allow for
road construction and tree-
cutting, sale or removal.

Forest Plan allocations for ski
areas outside of existing
permit areas (1,700 acres)
would prohibit road
construction.

Least risk to scenic
resources.

No disproportionate negative
impact on minority or low-
income groups as defined in
the Bureau of the Census'
Current Population Reports.

Preference towards
preservation of non-
development social values.

Least risk to terrestrial
species and habitat.

Site specific design criteria

Greater opportunity for ski
area development and
expansion.

Forest Plan allocations for ski
areas outside of existing
permit areas (1,700 acres)
would allow road construction
and tree-cutting more than
alternative 1.

More risk to scenic resources
than alternatives 1 and 4.

Upper tier acres same as
alternative 1.

No disproportionate negative
impact on minority or low-
income groups as defined in
the Bureau of the Census'
Current Population Reports.
Slightly less than alternative 1

preference towards non-
development social values.

More risk than alternative 1
and 4 to terrestrial species
and habitat.

Forest plans can be amended
or revised to expand ski area
allocations beyond the current
allocation.

Greatest risk to scenic
resources.

No disproportionate negative
impact on minority or low-
income groups as defined in
the Bureau of the Census'
Current Population Reports.

Less preference towards non-
development social values than
alternatives 1, 2, and 4.

Greatest risk to terrestrial
species and habitat.

Site specific design criteria and

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2 within
CRA boundaries that are not
upper tier; upper tier areas
same as alternative 1.

Same as alternative 2.

More risk than alternative 1
and less risk than alternatiave
2 to terrestrial species and
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Issue or Affected Resource

Alternative 1

Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2
Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule

Alternative 3
No Action
Forest Plans

Alternative 4
Colorado Roadless Rule

Recreation Settings

Lands-Special Use
Authorizations

and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Likely to retain the greatest
proportion of acreage in
primitive or semi-primitive
settings

The substantially altered
portion of the IRA inventory
would continue to be
inconsistent with primitive or
semi-primitive settings.

The newly identified roadless
acres (409,500 acres) where
road construction and tree-
cutting, sale or removal is
projected to occur that are not
within the IRAs could shift to
less primitive settings.

Special use authorizations
issued prior to the effective
date of rulemaking would be
unaffected.

Future special use
authorizations in IRAs would
generally prohibit road
construction.

There would be no prohibition
on the use of LCZs for future
electrical power lines or
telecommunication lines,
water conveyance structures
and oil and gas pipelines from
sources outside of IRAs.

Tree-cutting to improve
habitat for TEPS species
prohibited in upper tier acres.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Likely to retain a high
proportion of acreage in
primitive or semi-primitive
settings. However, some
areas where road
construction and tree-cutting,
sale or removal is projected to
occur could shift to less
primitive settings.

The exclusion of the
substantially altered acreage
and inclusion of new roadless
acres would create a more
homogeneous primitive or
semi-primitive recreation
setting.

Special use authorizations
issued prior to the effective
date of rulemaking would be
unaffected.

Future special use
authorizations in CRAs would
generally prohibit road
construction.

Limited exceptions for the use
of LCZ for future electrical
power lines or
telecommunication lines,
water conveyance structures
and oil and gas pipelines from
sources outside of CRAs.

mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Least likely to retain a high
proportion of acreage in
primitive or semi-primitive
settings; especially where road
construction and tree-cutting,
sale or removal is projected to
occur.

Current and future special use
authorizations would generally
allow for road construction;
except where prohibited under
forest plans.

There would be no prohibition
on the use of LCZs for future
electrical power lines or
telecommunication lines, water
conveyance structures or oil
and gas pipelines.

habitat.

Tree-cutting to improve
habitat for TEPS species
prohibited in upper tier acres.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

More likely than alternatives 2
and 3 to retain a high
proportion of acreage in
primitive or semi-primitive
settings.

More restrictions than
alternative 2, due to the
greater proportion of upper
tier acres, and fewer
restrictions than alternative 1.
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Issue or Affected Resource

Alternative 1

Provisions of the 2001
Roadless Rule

Alternative 2
Proposed Action
Colorado Roadless Rule

Alternative 3
No Action
Forest Plans

Alternative 4
Colorado Roadless Rule

Invasive Plants

Cultural Resources

Roadless Area
Characteristics

Air Resources

Administratively and
Congressionally Designated

Least risk of spread of
invasive plants because this
alternative has the least
projections of road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Least risk of damage to
cultural resources because
this alternative has the least
projections for tree-cutting,
sale or removal.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Minimal effect to roadless
area characteristics because
there is little projected activity
to occur.

No consideration or regulatory
protection of roadless area
characteristics on 409,500
acres outside of IRA
boundaries.

Slightly higher risk than
alternatives 1 and 4 for the
spread of invasive plants
because this alternative has a
higher projection of road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Slightly higher risk of damage
to cultural resources than
alternative 1 because this
alternative has a high
projection of tree-cutting, sale
or removal and road
construction.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Minimal effect to roadless
area characteristics because
there is little projected activity
to occur.

Consideration and protection
of roadless area
characteristics on 409,500
acres within CRA boundaries.

Greatest risk of the spread of
invasive plants because this
alternative has the highest
projections for road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal.

Site specific design criteria and
mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Highest risk of damage to
cultural resources because this
alternative has the highest
projection of tree-cutting, sale
or removal and road
construction.

Site specific design criteria and
mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

More effect to roadless area
characteristics because there
is an increase in projected
activities to occur compared to
the other alternatives.

Some risk of adverse effects to
roadless area characteristics
because there are no
regulatory prohibitions on road
construction, use of linear
construction zones or tree-
cutting, sale or removal on any
of the analysis area.

Slightly higher risk than
alternative 1 but less than
alternative 2 for the spread of
invasive plants because this
alternative has a higher
projection of road
construction or tree-cutting,
sale or removal.

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Less risk than alternative 2
due to more acres in the
upper tier..

Site specific design criteria
and mitigation measures are
expected to minimize risk.

Minimal effect to roadless
area characteristics because
there is little projected activity
to occur.

Consideration and protection
of roadless area
characteristics on 409,500
acres within CRA boundaries.

Differences in effects on air quality do not substantially differ between the alternatives. Atmospheric emissions within the analysis
area are not expected to increase to a level that would be likely to exceed state or federal air quality standards.

There are no differences between the alternatives to administratively or congressionally designated areas because none of the
alternatives project tree-cutting, sale or removal or road construction in administratively designated areas and tree-cutting, sale or
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Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Provisions of the 2001 Proposed Action No Action Alternative 4
Issue or Affected Resource  Roadless Rule Colorado Roadless Rule Forest Plans Colorado Roadless Rule
Areas removal or road construction is prohibited in congressionally designated areas.
Wilderness Alternatives 1 and 2 have a low likelihood of affecting Higher risk of adverse effect Same as alternatives 1 and 2.
wilderness characteristics because tree-cutting, sale or to wilderness areas because
removal and road construction are prohibited in Wilderness of the high projections for
areas and projected activities within roadless areas are not tree-cutting, sale or removal
expected to occur adjacent to Wilderness area boundaries. and road construction and a

higher likelihood that these
activities could occur adjacent
to Wilderness boundaries.
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CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter summarizes the physical, biological, social, and economic environment of the
project area and the potential effects of implementing each alternative on the environment. It
also presents the programmatic analysis and comparison of alternatives presented in the
previous chapter.

This analysis is structured around four alternatives that were described in detail in chapter 2:
e Alternative 1 - Provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule
e Alternative 2 - Colorado Roadless Rule (Proposed Action)
e Alternative 3 - Forest Plans (No Action)
e Alternative 4 - Colorado Roadless Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

The description of the affected environment (current conditions and trends), followed by the
environmental consequences (impacts or effects) associated with each alternative are presented
for comparison.

Analysis Area

The area of analysis for determining effects is limited to National Forest System (INFS) lands
determined to be roadless areas within the State of Colorado. Roadless areas in Colorado are
generally undeveloped areas, typically exceeding 5,000 acres and meet the minimum criteria for
inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. These areas were identified through
a variety of assessments and inventories including, the Forest Service’s Roadless Area Review
and Evaluation (RARE II) processes, and forest planning.

While the areas and acreages for each alternative are different, the analysis area for all of the
alternatives is the same in order to compare the environmental effects of each alternative (see
Map Packet, Map 1). The area of analysis is NFS lands within: (1) the CRAs; and (2) the 2001
IRAs, excluding proclaimed Wilderness and other congressionally designated areas. The
alternatives differ in terms of which acres would be managed according to a roadless rule and
forest plans, and which acres would be managed according to direction in the forest plan only.
Table 3-1 displays the number of acres of the analysis area that would be managed according to
a roadless rule and forest plans and how many acres would be managed according to the forest
plans only under each alternative.
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Table 3-1. Provisions that Apply to each Portion of the Analysis Area by Alternative.

Portion of the Analysis Area for Alternatives
(Total analysis area = 4,653,100 acres)

. Roadless Acres in Substantially Altered

Alternative Common i) Gl e e, lc\l:gvx\ngﬁldless Acres
IRAs and CRAs IRASs only 209 500 aé'res
3,776,500 acres 467,100 acres ’

Alternative 1 — provisions IRAs — Forest Plan & IRAs — Forest Plan & Forest Plan

of the 2001 Roadless Rule 2001 Rule 2001 Rule

Alternative 2 — Colorado CRAs — Forest Plan & CRAs — Forest Plan & CO

Roadless Rule Forest Plan

i CO Rule Rule

(Proposed Action)

Alternative 3 — Forest

Plans Forest Plan Forest Plan Forest Plan

(No Action)

Alternative 4 - Colorado

Roadless Rule with Public CRAs — Forest Plan & Forest Plan CRAs- Forest Plan & CO
CO Rule Rule

Proposed Upper Tier

Alternative 1 identifies 4.24 million acres that would be managed according to the provisions of
forest plans and the 2001 Roadless Rule. The additional 409,500 acres within the analysis area
not covered by the 2001 Roadless Rule that were found to contain roadless area characteristics
would be managed according to the respective forest plan.

Alternative 2 identifies 4.19 million acres (3,776,500 acres of the 2001 Roadless Rule IRAs and an
additional 409,500 acres that were found to have roadless area characteristics) that would be
managed according to forest plans and the Colorado Roadless Rule. The 467,100 acres not
within the CRAs would be managed according to the respective forest plan and includes acres
that have been substantially altered; acres permitted for ski areas; or acres that forest plans have
currently allocated to ski areas. This alternative designates a total of 562,200 upper tier acres.

Alternative 3 would require that all of the acres within the analysis area be managed according
to the respective forest plan.

Alternative 4 identifies 4.19 million acres (3,776,500 acres of the 2001 Roadless Rule IRAs and an
additional 409,500 acres that were found to have roadless area characteristics) that would be
managed according to the Colorado Roadless Rule and forest plans. The 467,100 acres that
includes permitted or forest plan allocated ski area acres and those that have been substantially
altered would be managed according to the respective forest plan. This alternative has the same
provisions as alternative 2 and differs by the amount of acres designated to upper tier. This
alternative designates 2,614,200 acres as CRA upper tier acres.

Further details on the roadless inventory for each alternative are found in chapter 2.
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Analysis Framework

The scope of this analysis is programmatic in nature. The actions to be analyzed consist of
establishing regulatory prohibitions with specific exceptions. There are no ground disturbing
activities proposed or authorized by any of the alternatives. All subsequent proposals for
activities would require the preparation of a separate site-specific analysis and decision
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The potential environmental
consequences are based on projected probable actions and are primarily described in qualitative
and comparative terms.

Prohibitions and exceptions apply to road construction or reconstruction and tree-cutting, sale,
or removal in roadless areas and, in some alternatives, certain other activities such as linear
construction zones (LCZs), construction of oil and gas pipelines, electrical power lines,
telecommunication lines, and water conveyances. In order to display the differences in
environmental consequences between the alternatives, this analysis uses assumptions and
probable levels of three activities because they have the greatest likelihood of altering
landscapes resulting in the loss of roadless area characteristics:

e tree-cutting, sale or removal
e road construction or reconstruction
e linear construction zones.

In order to compare the alternatives, it was necessary to project what was likely to occur under
each of the alternatives. To make the forecast, project planners looked at past and projected
needs on the ground to provide information regarding the likelihood that tree-cutting, sale, or
removal; road construction or reconstruction and linear construction zones would occur within
the full analysis area over the next 15 years under the management direction contained in each
alternative. This information was used to make projections on the number of acres of tree-
cutting, sale or removal; the number of miles of road construction or reconstruction and the
number of miles of linear construction zones that may occur under each alternative. The
projections are only estimates and are not proposals for action.

Analysis Assumptions and Projections
Tree-cutting, Sale, or Removal
Assumptions

The following assumptions were made for tree-cutting, sale, or removal activities that are
projected to occur within the analysis area under the alternatives:

e Budgets would continue to be flat. The primary focus for tree-cutting, sale or removal
for the foreseeable future is fuels reduction adjacent to communities.

e Under alternative 1, tree-cutting to maintain or restore the characteristics of ecosystem
composition and structure would be utilized primarily in the ponderosa pine/Douglas-
fir and pinyon-juniper forest cover types. Lodgepole pine cover types rarely fit this
exception. This exception is not specifically associated with at-risk communities or
municipal water supply systems, but its use would likely be associated with these. With
no corresponding road construction exception, tree-cutting under this exception is
limited for alternative 1.
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Under alternatives 2 and 4, tree-cutting to maintain or restore ecosystem characteristics
includes potential projects to reduce tree mortality from spread of insects and diseases
that would change ecosystem composition and structure. These projects would be
infrequent.

Under alternatives 2 and 4, the majority of tree-cutting, sale, or removal would occur for
hazardous fuel reduction within %2 mile of communities where temporary roads can be
utilized to remove the fuels. Activities are projected to occur in lodgepole pine,
ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir, and pinyon-juniper forest cover. Tree-cutting is prohibited
in the upper tier acres under the hazardous fuel reduction exception.

Even if allowed for in an alternative, it would be rare to cut and remove trees for
hazardous fuel reduction where the average log skidding distances to an existing or
newly constructed temporary road exceed 1,000 feet. However, in some instances log-
forwarding equipment could be utilized to cut and remove trees when the average skid
distance exceeds 1,000 feet without the need for additional temporary roads. In other
cases, machinery such as a masticator could be utilized without additional road access to
cut and treat trees and undergrowth on-site. Finally in some instances, crews may be
utilized to cut trees and treat the resulting slash on site by hand.

Tree-cutting would occur at historic levels in all alternatives when incidental to an
otherwise permitted purpose; such as, removal of hazard trees adjacent to roads or trails
for public health and safety reasons; fire line construction for wildland fire suppression
or control of prescribed fire; survey and maintenance of property boundaries; mining
operations, maintenance of power or water lines, or trail maintenance or construction.

Tree-cutting and removal for personal or administrative use would occur at historic
levels under all alternatives. Personal use includes activities such as Christmas tree and
firewood cutting. Administrative use includes such activities as construction of fences or
footbridges.

Projections

Projections are based on the exceptions under each alternative that allow tree-cutting, sale and
removal in roadless areas and on the assumptions described above. All projections for tree-
cutting, sale or removal are annual averages and can be expected to vary from year to year. For
every alternative, projected probable activities are those that would occur in the analysis area
for the next 15 years. Table 3-2 displays the purpose for and number of acres where tree-cutting,
sale, or removal is projected to occur under the alternatives over the next 15 years. Alternative 3

has the greatest number of acres where tree-cutting, sale or removal is projected to occur

followed by alternatives 2, 4 and 1 respectively. More information about the likelihood of tree-
cutting, sale or removal activities, including projected acreages is contained in Appendix D.
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Table 3-2. Distribution of average annual tree-cutting, sale or removal projections in analysis area
by alternative, by purpose.

Average annual tree-cutting, sale or removal*

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4

Purpose for Other Other Al aeres Other
projected tree- IRA acres CRA acres F ' CRA acres
cutting, sale or roadless  Forest roadless  Forest olrest roadless  Forest
removal Plan Plan Plan Plan

-------------- average annual acres — to nearest 100 acres - ------------
Hazardous fuels 900 900 5,300 600 13,100 1,600 600
reduction treatments
Restore and maintain 300 200 400 600 3,500 200 600
ecosystem
TEPS habitat <5 0 <100 0 <100 <5 0
improvement
Other** 40 40 100 <100 300 <100 <100
Total tree-cutting, sale 4 ,5 1,100 5,800 1,200 16,900 1,800 1,200

or removal

Data source: Forest Service Region 2, August, 2010.
*Totals may not add due to rounding. **Other includes tree-cutting that is incidental to the implementation of a
management activity and tree-cutting for personal or administrative use.

Road Construction and Reconstruction

According to the Forest Service Region 2 INFRA-GIS roads databases (April 2008),
approximately 1,260 miles of National Forest System and other authorized roads occur within
IRAs. Other authorized road miles include state, county, local, and private roads. About 8.5
miles of the authorized roads occur in CRAs, and approximately 1,250 miles are in the
substantially altered portions of the IRAs, which are not included in the roadless inventory for
the Colorado Roadless Rule due to the presence of these roads. The 8.5 miles within CRAs occur
exclusively on the White River (8.3 miles) and Arapaho-Roosevelt (.2 miles) National Forests
and all but 0.5 miles on the White River NF are proposed to be decommissioned. Unauthorized
or non-system roads are not included in the mileage. Inventories indicate that there are at least
35 to 45 miles of unauthorized roads in the IRAs and CRAs. It is suspected that additional
unauthorized roads exist in roadless areas but have not been identified. It is anticipated that, in
most cases, the unauthorized roads as well as some of the authorized roads within the analysis
area would be decommissioned as budgets allow. Table 3-3 displays the miles of NFS roads and
other authorized roads on NFS lands in roadless areas by alternative.

Table 3-3. Miles of existing authorized roads in roadless areas

Roads in IRAs Roads in CRAs
Alternatives 1 and 3 Alternatives 2 and 4
Type of Rpad - total miles of road--------
National Forest system roads 1,234 8
Other authorized roads 26 0.5
Total existing roads 1,260 8.5
Roads to be decommissioned 24 8

Data source: Forest Service Region 2 INFRA-GIS roads databases, April 2008.
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Assumptions

The following assumptions were made for road construction or reconstruction that could occur
within the analysis area under the alternatives:

® Road construction or reconstruction would not likely see an increase in the foreseeable
future because the appropriated budget is flat or declining, and long term funding
expectations are a main determinate in identifying the minimum road system. In
addition, there is a backlog of road maintenance; therefore, there is no emphasis on
constructing new roads that need to be maintained.

e All road construction/reconstruction would be conducted in accordance with road
engineering design standards found in Forest Service Handbook 7709.59.

e In all alternatives, road construction and the level of road that is constructed would be
the minimum necessary to accommodate access. Where a project, such as vegetative
treatment, can be completed without road construction, this is usually the chosen
option. If road construction is needed for the project, a temporary road is the first option
while a permanent road is usually the last option if allowed by the alternative.

e If roads are constructed in roadless areas, under alternatives 2 and 4, they are required
to be temporary, closed to public vehicle travel, and decommissioned after their
intended use. This is likely but not required to occur in the other alternatives.

e The roads projected in all of the alternatives for the existing oil and gas leases that allow
road construction are associated with reasonable foreseeable development of the leases
over the next 15 years. It is understood that future energy policies, prices, and
development are highly uncertain.

e The roads projected in all alternatives for coal development are over the next 15 years
(yearly projections are utilized in the effects analyses). It is understood that future
energy policies, prices, and development are highly uncertain.

Projections

All projections for road construction or reconstruction are annual averages and can be expected
to vary from year to year. The purpose for and number of miles of road construction or
reconstruction projected under the alternatives for the analysis area are identified in Appendix
D. The projections are based on the exceptions for road construction or reconstruction that are
allowed in roadless areas under each alternative along with the assumptions described above.

The projections do not identify roads that may be needed in response to emergencies. The
greatest number of road miles for all activities is projected to occur under alternative 3 followed
by alternatives 2, 4 and 1 respectively. The majority of road construction or reconstruction
would take place in areas previously leased for oil and gas development, in the North Fork coal
mining area, and adjacent to communities for hazardous fuels reduction. Details are outlined
below.
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Table 3-4. Distribution of average annual road construction and reconstruction projections in
analysis area for each alternative, by general purpose roads

Average annual road construction and reconstruction

i Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Projected road
construction or Other Other Other
reconstruction for IRA acres CRA acres All acres, CRA acres
general purpose roadless Forest roadless Forest Forest Plan roadless  Forest
Plan Plan Plan

Hazardous fuels

reduction treatments 0.0 0.8 2.1 038 [ 08" 0.8
Maintain and restore

ecosystem 0.0 0.1 0.7* 1.2 2.7 0.3* 1.2
Recreation special uses

(ski areas, recreation 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.6 0.0 0.5
residences, etc.)

Water conveyances 0.8 0.0 0.3 0.5 1.0 0.2 0.5
Utility special uses

(power lines, etc) 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.0 0.3
Hard rock minerals 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0
Other roads (health and

safety, Federal Highway, 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.2
CERCLA)

Total general purpose

road construction/ 5 1 4 3 13 5 3

reconstruction projected
(nearest mile)

Data source: Forest Service Region 2, August 2010.
Totals may not add due to rounding.
*can only be temporary roads under alternatives 2 and 4 and would be restored after use

Coal Road Construction/Reconstruction Projections

Table 3-5 displays by alternative the projections for road construction and reconstruction that
could occur for coal development in the coal analysis area (39,600 acres).

The majority of projected coal-related temporary roads are for exploration or methane drainage
purposes, and these would be on the landscape for 2-5 years. A small number of coal roads
access ventilation shafts and monitoring facilities that are expected to be on the landscape for 30
years or more. The projections for roads associated with coal lease, exploration and
development were based on a 39,600 acre area, the only place on NFS lands in Colorado where
economically viable coal resources are presently being developed. There are 7,100 acres
currently leased within the 39,600 acre area. Of the 7,100 acres leased, 5,900 acres are within
IRAs and 4,000 acres are within CRAs. No additional coal could be leased within the IRAs
under alternative 1. Alternatives 2 and 4 allow additional coal leasing in the CRAs only within
the 20,000 acre North Fork coal mining area; where approximately 15,630 acres are not currently
leased. Alternative 3 allows coal leasing within the entire 39,600 acre area.
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Table 3-5. Projected Road Construction/Reconstruction in Coal Analysis Area by Alternative, 15-

years.
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 & 4 Alternative 3
Road construction and Road construction and Road construction and
reconstruction would be reconstruction could occur reconstruction could occur
allowed in IRAs on coal in CRAs within the North in IRA and CRA according to
leases in effect prior to Fork Coal Mining Area; and forest plan management
effective date of rule; and in in the IRAs that are not direction
CRAs that are not within within the CRAs according to
IRAs according to forest plan forest plan management
management direction direction
IRA only 2 miles temporary roads 2 miles temporary roads 2 miles temporary roads
IRA/CRA in . . 38 miles forest road
5 miles temporary roads 44 miles temporary road .
common 24 miles temporary road

9 miles temporary or forest 9 miles temporary or forest

CRA only 6 miles temp road

road road
Total by 7 within IRAs; 50 within CRAS; 64 within IRAS;
alternative . . .
for 15 year 16 total miles 52 total miles 73 total miles
Total by
alternative 1 mile 3 miles 5 miles
annually

All of the roads constructed for coal exploration and development under alternatives 2 and 4
would be temporary and must be decommissioned. Under alternatives 1 and 3, roads
constructed could be converted to permanent roads, if determined to be appropriate according
to the forest plan.

Oil and Gas Road Construction/Reconstruction Projections

Road construction and reconstruction for oil and gas development would occur almost
exclusively on the GMUG and White River National Forests.

Overall, alternative 3 projects the greatest number of miles of road construction or
reconstruction for oil and gas development because under the other alternatives all future oil
and gas leases as of the date of the Colorado Rule would not allow road construction. Under
alternatives 2 and 4, roads allowed by existing oil and gas leases are only temporary and would
not become forest or permanent roads. Under alternatives 1 and 3, oil and gas roads are
considered forest or administrative roads and could be made into permanent roads if
determined to be appropriate according to the forest plan.

Table 3-6 displays the annual average projections for road construction or reconstruction for oil
and gas development.
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Table 3-6. Distribution of average annual road construction and reconstruction projections in
analysis area for each alternative, for oil and gas development

Average annual road construction and reconstruction

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Other Other Other
IRA acres CRA acres All acres, CRA acres
roadless Forest roadless Forest Forest Plan roadless Forest
Plan Plan Plan
miles
Projected road
construction or 9 1 9 0.3 11 9 0.3

reconstruction for oil
or gas development

Data source: Forest Service Region 2, August, 2010.
Generally numbers rounded to nearest mile.

Summary Road Construction/Reconstruction Projections

Table 3-7 displays a summary of the total average annual miles of road projected to be
constructed or reconstructed for all activities under each alternative. Table 3-7 also displays the
type of road (temporary or forest) that is projected to be constructed or reconstructed.

Table 3-7. Average annual road construction and reconstruction miles projected by alternative

Average annual road construction and reconstruction

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Other Other Other
All acr
IRA acres CRA acres SRy CRA acres
roadless Forest roadless Forest Forest roadless Forest

Type of projected road Plan

construction or Plan i Pl
reconstruction miles

Temporary 1.7 1.6 6.6 2.7 11.0 4.8 2.7
Forest * 9.3 1.3 9.6 1.1 17.4 9.5 1.1
Total Construction / 11 3 16 4 28 14 4

Reconstruction (nearest mile)

Data source: Forest Service Region 2, August, 2010.
Totals may not add due to rounding and may not add to the totals in Tables 3-4; 3-5,; and 3-6 due to rounding
* These represent the highest level of road development, in some cases temporary roads may be used rather than a Forest road.
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Linear Construction Zones
Assumptions

e An LCZis a short-term construction area and equipment staging and movement area for
constructing a linear feature when continued roaded facility operation and maintenance
access is not needed.

e Under alternative 3, while forest plans are usually silent on the use of LCZs, a forest
plan may restrict the construction of linear features within a particular management
area, depending on management area direction.

Projections

Table 3-8 displays a summary of the average annual miles of LCZs projected to be constructed
for all three of the above listed activities under each of the alternatives. Overall, alternative 3
projects the greatest number of miles of LCZs with the other three alternatives projecting
identical miles.

Table 3-8. Average annual LCZ miles projected by alternative

Average annual LCZ miles

Alternative 1* Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Other Other Other
IRA acres CRA acres All acres, CRA acres
roadless Forest roadless Forest Forest Plan roadless Forest
Plan Plan Plan
Type of projected LCZ miles
Water conveyance 0.5 0 0.5 0 0.5 0.5 0
Electrical power line or
telecommunication line 2.0 0 2.0 0 2.0 2.0 0
Oil and gas pipeline 0.7 0 0.7 0 11 0.7 0
Total LCZ (nearest mile) 3 0 3 0 4 3 0

* Alternative 1 is silent on the use of LCZs within IRAs.
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VEGETATION AND FOREST HEALTH

Introduction

Roadless areas contain a diverse array of forest vegetation, ranging from warm, dry pinyon-
juniper woodlands to cold, moist sub-alpine forests. Species composition is generally correlated
with elevation and aspect. Forest vegetation cover types in Colorado’s roadless areas are based
on information in the R2Veg database, which is primarily developed from aerial photography.
The cover type refers to the most dominant species in the overstory canopy and does not
include the wide variation in understory trees and other vegetation. The non-forest cover types
within the roadless areas include grasslands and meadows, shrublands, areas devoid of
vegetation such as exposed bedrock, and a minor amount of surface water.

The roadless areas in the State are predominantly coniferous forest types occupying
mountainous terrain. Forested land covers approximately 3,330,000 acres or 72 percent of the
NFS lands within the analysis area (a total of 4,653,100 acres). Table 3-9 displays the cover type
distribution within the analysis area that includes all IRAs and CRAs.

Table 3-9. Forest cover type distribution in the Colorado Roadless Rule analysis area*

Vegetation Cover Types Acres Portion of total
Rock and Water 212,400 14%
Grass and Forbs 672,600 5%
Shrubs 437,800 9%
Pinyon-Juniper 105,700 204
Ponderosa Pine 183,200 4%
Douglas-fir 366,000 8%
Lodgepole Pine 556,100 12%
Spruce/Fir 1,068,800 23%
Aspen 957,400 21%
Other Tree Species 93,000 204

* Information from R2Veg database for the analysis area (area is approximate and rounded to nearest 100 acres).

Forest species composition has changed somewhat from pre-European settlement conditions as
a result of human and natural disturbances as well as successional processes. The amount of
change varies based on the types and frequency of disturbances and the response of the
vegetation types. Roadless areas by their very nature have limited access and therefore have
had little timber management. Forest vegetation changes in roadless areas have primarily been
influenced by natural processes in concert with management such as fire suppression and
grazing that have affected fire frequency in some areas.

The disturbance processes provide insights into current and likely future forest conditions.
Grasses, shrubs, ponderosa pine, and Douglas-fir have higher natural fire frequencies than
lodgepole pine and spruce-fir cover types and therefore generally have higher departures from
historic conditions due to fire suppression. Tree species composition in southwest Colorado has
changed in many places from ponderosa pine dominated stands with relatively few medium
and large diameter trees to many smaller diameter Douglas-fir and white fir trees (Covington
and Moore 1994; Fulé et al. 1997). The Colorado Front Range had a mixed-severity fire regime
that provided a complex forest structure of openings, patches of pure ponderosa pine and
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patches of mixed ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir (Kaufman et al. 2001). Fire suppression in the
20th century reduced tree mortality and resulted in forests with much higher tree density than
existed historically (Kaufman et al. 2000, Veblen et al. 2000). The forest structure in more mesic
upper montane ponderosa pine - Douglas-fir forests, particularly in the northern Front Range
may not have been as severely altered (Baker et al. 2007). An on-going study is finding fire
frequency and intensity were variable based on elevation and through time in the mixed conifer
zone and in the foothills in Northern Colorado. There appear to be ecological break points,
where species composition and fire regimes change. Those break points have moved up and
down the elevational gradient in the last 1,000 years. Localized surface fires were the norm,
with occasional, climate-driven mixed severity fires that burned larger areas the last 500 years
(Huckaby 2009).

The departure from historic conditions is smaller in the infrequent, high intensity fire regimes of
spruce-fir and lodgepole pine forests. Although the departure from historic conditions is less
than in lower elevation forest types, dramatic changes can and have occurred with high-
intensity fires and beetle epidemics such as the on-going mountain pine beetle and spruce
beetle epidemics.

The current distribution of forest composition and structure has resulted from the type of
disturbances and time since disturbance. In addition to the cover types, the size of the trees is an
important metric for wildlife habitat, aesthetics, forest health, and timber management. Tree
size is estimated from the R2Veg database and displayed below in Table 3-10.

Table 3-10. Tree size distribution*

Size IRA
Size Class Description (DBH) (portion of total)
Seedling and Sapling <5 4%
Young Forest 5-9” 35%
Mature Forest 9-16” 54%
Old Forest >16” 7%

* Information from R2Veg database for the analysis area

Forest Management

The National Forests in Colorado sold approximately 200 million board feet (MMBF) of timber
annually from the 1950s through the 1980s. The level decreased to approximately 50 MMBF
annually between 1995 and 2005. Timber sales then increased to approximately 100 MMBF
annually since 2006 in response to the current mountain pine beetle epidemic.

Within the analysis area there are approximately 2,700,000 acres (58 percent) available for tree-
cutting to achieve multiple use objectives and provide a sustainable supply of timber
(determined to be suitable through the forest plans). Most of the area available for tree-cutting
in the roadless areas is not associated with timber production. Tree-cutting and harvest are
primarily permitted to achieve multiple resource management objectives, including improving
forest health and reducing hazardous fuels where timber volume is a secondary objective or a
by-product. Roads are used where timber is removed and to increase economic feasibility.
Removal of trees to reduce hazardous fuels or reduce the spread of forest diseases or insects is
often economically feasible only if a road system is present.

Reducing hazardous fuels has been an important objective in forest vegetation management in
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recent years. The emphasis on hazardous fuel reduction has focused on commercial and non-
commercial thinning in the pinyon-juniper, ponderosa pine, and Douglas-fir cover types.
Lodgepole pine and aspen are early successional species. These species are typically
regenerated using even-aged methods; thinning is not generally an option as they are
susceptible to wind throw. Forest vegetation management in spruce-fir forests primarily relies
on uneven-aged methods with limited thinning.

Forest Health - Insects and Diseases: Affected Environment

Forest health describes the forest condition associated with its age, composition, structure,
function, vigor, insects and disease, and resilience to disturbances (Helms 1998). Forest health is
framed by the individual or societal perspective, including the land management objectives and
spatial and temporal scales. Trees growing in dense stands are often weakened by the
competition for light, nutrients and moisture. Stand conditions can be used to estimate the risk
of mortality from damaging insects and disease organisms. Landscapes with high levels of
stressed, dying, or dead trees are considered unhealthy for purposes of this analysis.

Stressed, dead, and dying trees may become more prevalent in Western landscapes from
impacts associated with climate change, such as warming temperatures and changes in
precipitation patterns. Climate change may compromise the ability to achieve desired structure
and composition for forest vegetation at landscape scales, especially with regard to wildfire
severity and damage from forest insects and diseases. The effects of wildfire, insects, and
disease are expected to be greatest within roadless areas that have large contiguous areas where
management responses are restricted or prohibited.

Forest health conditions in the roadless areas are variable, with some areas considered healthier
than others. Roadless areas are experiencing similar health concerns comparable to those in
other parts of Colorado. Recent outbreaks have been larger than most historical outbreaks,
although a spruce beetle outbreak affected hundreds of thousands of acres on the White River
Plateau in the 1940s and 1950’s. In addition, outbreaks affecting different forest types have been
more synchronized than in the past. Recent outbreaks are attributable to stand conditions with
high portions of susceptible, mature trees and warmer winter temperatures. Lower montane
forests, primarily ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir, are generally considered outside their
historic range of variation. These forests are at risk of uncharacteristic, high-intensity fire as well
as forest health concerns.

Forest types are susceptible to a suite of insects and diseases. The acres given below are for the
full analysis area (acres within both the IRAs and the CRAs). The forest pests of highest concern
are as follows:

e Mountain pine beetle (Dendroctonus ponderosae) activity was detected on over 200,000
acres within the analysis area in 2009. The mountain pine beetle is considered the most
destructive bark beetle in the West (Furniss and Carolin 1977). All western pines are
susceptible to mountain pine beetle, but the majority of the mortality is in lodgepole
pine and ponderosa pine. Studies in lodgepole pine show trees exceeding 8 inches in
diameter, 80 years old and growing in a suitable climate for beetle development are
most susceptible (Amman et al. 1977). Studies in ponderosa pine stands indicate stand
density contributes to stand susceptibility (Schmid and Mata 1992, Negron and Popp
2004) and there is evidence that this is true in lodgepole pine stands as well (McGregor
et al. 1987). Much of the 556,000 acres of lodgepole pine has already been infested or is
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likely to be infested. The current mountain pine beetle epidemic threatens to kill most
mature lodgepole pine in Colorado. The epidemic also affects ponderosa pine and other
pines, but the extent of its impact cannot be predicted with much certainty at this time.

e Spruce beetle (Dendroctonus rufipennis) activity was detected on approximately 27,000
acres in 2009. Engelmann spruce and Colorado blue spruce (Picea pungens) are
susceptible to spruce beetle. Outbreaks generally occur following widespread
blowdown of spruce trees. Areas most susceptible are dense stands with high portions
of large spruce greater than 16 inches in diameter (Schmid and Frye 1977). Within a
large spruce beetle epidemic area, spruce trees as small as four inches in diameter are
killed.

e Douglas-fir beetle (Dendroctonus pseudotsugae) activity was detected on approximately
8,000 acres in 2009. Douglas-fir beetle is often a secondary agent that attacks low vigor or
damaged trees. Outbreaks usually occur in areas of wind-thrown trees, at sites damaged
by fire or during periods of extreme drought (Furniss and Carolin 1977). The beetle often
attacks Douglas-fir trees that are infected with root disease or that have been defoliated
by western spruce budworm (Choristoneura occidentalis) or Douglas-fir tussock moth
(Orgyia pseudotsugata).

e Subalpine fir succumbs to a combination of western spruce budworm, western balsam
bark beetle (Dryocoetes confusus), and Armillaria root disease (Armillaria ostoyae).
Combined, these forest pests result in subalpine fir decline and have affected
approximately 53,000 acres of subalpine fir in 2009.

e Aspen throughout much of Colorado has been recently affected by sudden aspen
decline (SAD). The recent sudden aspen mortality has not been attributed to agents that
typically kill mature aspen. Severe drought combined with high temperatures during
the growing season appears to be responsible (Worrall et al. 2008). SAD is estimated to
occur on over 70,000 acres of aspen in 2009.

e White pine blister rust (Cronartium ribicola) is an exotic fungus that kills bristlecone pine
(Pinus aristata) and limber pine (Pinus flexilis). Native five-needle pines have little
resistance to this invasive disease. A small percentage of five-needle pines have been
shown to have genetic resistance to white pine blister rust. Preserving genetic diversity
in these stands is important for the species. Mountain pine beetles also kill the five-
needle pines and could threaten genetic diversity. Protection of trees carrying genetic
resistance using insecticide sprays or antiaggregation pheromones is an effective tool
during mountain pine beetle outbreaks. Affected acres are not available, but are
relatively small since little of the roadless area contains five-needle pines.

e  White fir (Abies concolor) is primarily attacked by western spruce budworm and fir
engraver bark beetle (Scolytus ventralis). Affected acres are not available, but are
relatively small since little of the roadless area contains white fir.

Table 3-11 displays the forest acres infested by damaging organisms in the analysis area based
on aerial detection flights since 2003. The aerial surveys typically under-estimate actual acres of
tree mortality because the flights do not cover all areas every year; observers miss some
mortality; and some damage is not detectable from the air.
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Table 3-11. Principal insect and disease damaging agents within the analysis area.
Acres (thousands) affected by year Rl

Damage agent

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Mountain Pine Beetle 54.6 119.5 131.2 174.0 187.5 236.6 208.5
Spruce Beetle 18.7 14.2 23.9 16.1 22.8 12.2 27.0
Douglas-Fir Beetle 9.9 13.8 8.7 6.1 14.8 8.7 7.6
Subalpine Fir Decline 165.3 91.8 127.1 99.0 86.5 91.4 53.4
Sudden Aspen Decline 3 1.5 2.8 6.3 25.6 91.8 121.8 69.9

'Based on annual aerial detection surveys within the analysis area. Not all areas are surveyed every year resulting in underestimates of areas affected.
“Acres are not additive across years - some areas are affected for multiple years.
*Aspen was not extensively sampled in 2003-2005. The aerial survey does not differentiate sudden aspen decline, frost damage and tent caterpillar damage.

Forest Health - Insects and Diseases: Environmental Consequences
Silvicultural Practices — General Effects

Forest health prevention and treatment options vary by forest type, pest species and other
factors. Treatment methods may include, but are not limited to: pesticide spraying,
pheromones, biological controls, trap trees, thinning, salvage and sanitation harvests,
prescribed burning, and/ or reforestation of non-host tree species.

A combination of tree-cutting, removal, and prescribed burning are used to reduce the
occurrence or spread of damaging insects and diseases, address other forest health concerns,
and provide desirable forest conditions to reduce fire hazard. Management practices vary by
management objectives and habitat type.

Specific forest health treatments involving tree-cutting can include the following:

e Thinning to improve stand health - reducing competition between trees can provide
long lasting resilience to western bark beetles and can also reduce risk associated with
wildfire. Results can be variable and thinning may not be as effective in preventing
spread of certain species in certain forest conditions, but thinning also can be an
important long-term strategy for fuels reduction (see Fire and Fuels).

e Sanitation - Removal of infested trees can greatly reduce attacks on adjacent trees and
can help protect trees on adjacent lands. These treatments are very effective in small
isolated infestations, but may not be effective in outbreak conditions. Removal of
windthrown trees is an important management tool for spruce beetle.

e Felling and treatment on site - There is evidence that felling, burning, chipping,
spraying or solar insolation can be effective in reducing attacks on adjacent trees. These
treatments can be very effective in small isolated infestations, but may not be effective in
outbreak situations.

e Trap trees - Trees that are intended to be sacrificed can be baited with aggregation
pheromones to attract large numbers of beetles; trees are either treated with insecticides
or are felled and removed before the brood matures and emerges.

Management in the lower montane forests of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir typically includes
thinning out smaller trees and prescribed burning to reduce hazardous fuels, improve forest
health, and restore ecological processes. Mastication is often used in the lower montane zone.

Mesic forests, primarily lodgepole pine and spruce-fir, generally have too much biomass to use
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mastication to achieve management objectives. The current mountain pine beetle epidemic has
exceeded any possible control capabilities. Management in the general forest is limited to
salvaging dead and dying trees to reduce hazardous fuels to recover economic value where
feasible and along roads and trails to provide for public safety. Some spruce beetle outbreaks
can be prevented by removing large spruce trees within two years of being wind thrown.

All Alternatives

Tree-cutting within roadless areas is anticipated to be relatively modest under any alternative.
Almost all of the forest vegetation would remain unmanaged over the next 15 years.
Unmanaged areas, particularly in the ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir cover types, would likely
continue to depart from historic conditions and would likely experience uncharacteristic fire
behavior.

Tree-cutting and road construction restrictions indirectly affect tree mortality associated with
insect and disease agents and would result in some landscapes being less resilient to large-scale
insect and disease outbreaks because of high stocking levels.

These outbreaks could worsen with projected climate change impacts. Climate change
projections do not currently have the accuracy at fine resolutions to anticipate site-specific
outcomes and responses. Therefore, alternatives that offer the most management flexibility
would be more likely to achieve healthy forest stands, more resilient to climate change and
other stressors.

Assisted migration through reforestation of species or genetics that are better adapted to future
climates could potentially increase the resiliency of forests to increased temperatures and
variable precipitation. Alternatives that would treat more acres would create more
opportunities to respond proactively to climate change.

Larger areas of stands with forest health concerns may conflict with land management
objectives including a potential increased wildfire hazard and effects on adjacent lands.
Standing and down dead trees add to the hazardous fuel load, which can result in wildfire
impacts on forest and adjacent lands.

Alternative 1- 2001 Roadless Rule

Under this alternative, tree-cutting would be limited to the following: 1) small diameter timber
needed to restore ecosystem composition and structure or improve threatened, endangered,
proposed or sensitive species habitat; 2) incidental cutting associated with permitted activities;
3) for personal or administrative use; or 4) within areas that have already been substantially
altered that do not require road construction.

There is no associated road construction exception to facilitate the tree-cutting. Costs often
increase substantially with the distance of a project from a road. Lands within one-quarter to
one-half mile of existing roads would be the most likely to have some trees cut and/or removed
consistent with the above tree-cutting limitations.

Under this alternative, based on forest projections, annually approximately 1,200 acres in IRAs
and 1,100 acres in CRAs that are not in IRAs would have tree-cutting activities to contribute to
hazardous fuels reduction and other forest vegetation management. Tree-cutting and road
construction have more restrictions on the majority of the IRA acres. The restrictions on forest
management activities under alternative 1 are more restrictive than any of the other
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alternatives, except for the upper tier of alternatives 2 and 4. There would be some limited
opportunities to reduce hazardous fuels near communities but in many cases, the forest
conditions, technical and economic conditions may not fit the exceptions in this alternative. This
alternative would not substantially improve forest health and hazardous fuel conditions.

Alternative 2 —Colorado Roadless Rule (Proposed Action)

This alternative provides greater opportunities to improve forest health to meet desired
vegetation conditions compared to alternatives 1 or 4. This alternative has three exceptions to
the prohibition on tree-cutting, sale or removal for forest health purposes. The exceptions
would not be allowed within the 562,200 upper tier acres.

Tree-cutting to reduce the wildfire hazard to an at-risk community is restricted to the CPZ. The
CPZ within one-half mile of communities is approximately 285,000 acres; 29,000 are upper tier
acres. Where the CPZ meets the requirements of the rule and extends an additional mile, there
are an additional 750,000 CPZ acres; 108,000 of these are upper tier acres.

Tree-cutting to reduce the wildfire hazard to a municipal supply system can extend beyond the
CPZ if warranted. Tree-cutting to maintain or restore characteristics of ecosystem composition,
structure and processes, including the possibility of treatments for insect and disease
prevention, are not limited to a specific area of the CRAs. Neither is allowed within the upper
tier acres; 425,000 upper tier acres are outside of the CPZs.

Temporary roads can be constructed to facilitate the tree-cutting only within the first one-half
mile of the CPZ which would greatly restrict what tree-cutting would be accomplished for
restoration and maintenance of ecosystem characteristics, including prevention of disease and
insect spread.

Under this alternative, based on forest projections, annually approximately 5,800 acres in CRAs
and 1,200 acres in the substantially altered acres (that are within the IRAs but are not within the
CRAs) would be treated by tree-cutting practices, for hazardous fuels reduction and/ or for
maintenance or restoration of ecosystem characteristics.

Although this alternative is unlikely to substantially improve forest health and hazardous fuel
conditions overall, the increased flexibility compared to alternatives 1 and 4 would increase the
likelihood of achieving management objectives in critical areas, especially in the CPZs. Like
alternative 1, the feasibility of tree-cutting without temporary road access would limit the extent
of forest health treatments in large portions of roadless areas. The upper tier CRA acres would
preclude forest health treatments involving tree-cutting and may thereby lead to larger areas of
dead trees, and potentially larger and more damaging wildfires.

Alternative 3 — Forest Plans (No Action)

Compared to the other three alternatives, this alternative provides the greatest opportunities to
achieve resource management objectives that include improving forest health and reducing
hazardous fuels. While forest plan direction may limit tree-cutting, sale or removal and road
construction in some of the analysis acres, generally forest management to improve forest
health would be allowed on most acres. Economics would limit the extent of forest management
in portions of roadless areas that would continue to be unroaded.

Under this alternative, based on forest projections, annually approximately 16,600 acres within
the analysis area would be treated by tree-cutting practices, for hazardous fuels management
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and/ or other purposes. Although this alternative provides the most flexibility for management,
accessibility and other resource requirements would result in most of the roadless area
remaining unmanaged and at high risk of mortality over the next 15 years.

Alternative 3 would not improve forest health or reduce hazardous fuels on most of the area
within roadless areas but it provides more flexibility than the other three alternatives to address
concerns that arise and increases the likelihood of achieving management objectives in critical
areas, especially in the wildland urban interface.

Alternative 4 —Colorado Roadless Rule with Public Proposed Upper Tier

This alternative provides greater opportunities to conduct forest health treatments for
maintenance and restoration of ecosystem composition and structure than alternative 1 but less
than alternatives 3 or 2. This alternative has the same three exceptions to the prohibition on tree-
cutting, sale or removal for forest health purposes as alternative 2. Like alternative 2, these
exceptions would not be allowed within the upper tier acres. The upper tier acres under this
alternative are 2,614,200, over 2 million acres more than alternative 2.

Tree-cutting to reduce the wildfire hazard to an at-risk community is restricted to the CPZ. The
CPZ within one-half mile of communities is approximately 285,000 acres; 43% or 122,000 are
upper tier acres proposed under this alternative. Where the CPZ meets the requirements of the
rule and extends an additional mile, there are an additional 750,000 CPZ acres; 415,000 of these
are upper tier acres, or 55% of the additional CPZ acres under this alternative. Where the CPZ
has the conditions to extend to 1.5 miles, slightly over half are upper tier acres where no forest
health tree-cutting is allowed.

Tree-cutting to reduce the wildfire hazard to a municipal supply system can extend beyond the
CPZ if warranted and tree-cutting to maintain or restore ecosystem characteristics, including
current composition and structure, is not limited to a specific area of the CRAs. Neither is
allowed within the upper tier acres; over 2 million upper tier acres are outside of the CPZs.

Temporary roads can be constructed to facilitate the tree-cutting only within the first one-half
mile of the CPZ which would greatly restrict what tree-cutting would be accomplished for the
forest health activities designed to maintain or restore ecosystem characteristics.

Under this alternative, based on forest projections, annually approximately 1,800 acres in CRAs
and 1,200 acres in the substantially altered acres that are within the IRAs but are not within the
CRAs would be treated by tree-cutting practices, for hazardous fuels reduction and/ or forest
health purposes.

This alternative is unlikely to substantially improve forest health and hazardous fuel conditions
overall. There is some increased flexibility compared to alternative 1 to achieve management
objectives in critical areas, especially in the community protection zones but much less than
alternative 3 and less than alternative 2 because of the large amount of upper tier acres. Like
alternatives 1 and 2, the feasibility of tree-cutting without temporary road access would limit
the extent of forest health treatments designed to maintain or restore ecosystem characteristics
in large portions of roadless areas.

Forest Health — Insects and Diseases: Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects to forest health were considered in terms of forested lands in Colorado.
Table 3-11 displays the level of insect and disease outbreaks within the analysis area. Similar
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forest health concerns exist outside of roadless areas with the potential to spread into adjacent
roadless areas. Conversely, forest health concerns within roadless areas have potential to
expand to adjacent areas.

Congressionally designated areas such as wilderness areas and wild and scenic rivers have
restricted management in some areas near roadless areas. Forest plan management area
allocations allow, restrict, or prohibit forest vegetation management activities in various ways.
The Southern Rockies Lynx Amendment placed additional restrictions on some vegetation
methods and timing within the spruce-fir habitat type.

Roaded areas would continue to be more intensively managed than roadless areas. Forest
management permitted under each alternative would cumulatively provide for meeting forest
health and other management objectives across the landscape; however, cumulative restrictions
would reduce the ability to achieve some desired conditions of healthy forests and fire hazard
reduction. Restrictions would reduce forest growth rates and would slightly reduce the long-
term sustained yield of timber.

Forest health treatments and other forest management projects are limited to some degree in
roadless areas under any of the alternatives. Tree-cutting and road construction restrictions and
economic limitations would add to existing treatment constraints in Wilderness and other
special area designations. Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 would result in a cumulative reduction of
opportunities to improve forest health conditions and achieve other management objectives on
NFS lands in Colorado.

Forest Health — Invasive Species: Affected Environment

Invasive species include non-indigenous plant species that have adverse economic,
environmental and/or ecological effects on the habitats they invade. It is recognized that other
invasive taxa besides non-indigenous plants (e.g. New Zealand mudsnails, exotic fish and
others) are a threat in Colorado ecosystems. However, with such species, the outcomes
associated with disturbance and changes in roadless area management are poorly understood.
Non-plant invasives are perceived to be much less predictable, and because much less is known
about their dispersal mechanisms, this section will deal only with invasive plants. Although
there are differences in definitions between the terms “invasive plants” and “noxious weeds”,
the two will be used interchangeably.

Invasive plants become established after seed or other plant parts have been imported to an
area, and where suitable environments exist. Often ground disturbance creates ideal conditions
for invasive plant establishment. Once established, invasive plants often become detrimental to
resource values, and these detrimental effects may persist for decades or perhaps indefinitely
(Olson 1997). Sources of soil disturbance which create opportunity for invasive plant invasion
include wildfire and prescribed fire, mechanical vegetation treatments, livestock grazing, road
construction, LCZ construction, recreation activities including hiking, horseback riding, off-road
vehicle use, and a variety of other activities. Areas such as road cuts and fills, mines, sites where
mechanical vegetation treatment has occurred, and gravel pits can aid the spread of noxious
weeds (Baker 1986). The spread of invasive species may be exacerbated by projected impacts of
climate change if native plants become stressed and less competitive.

Currently, there are seventy-one invasive plant species which are classified as “noxious weeds”
by the Colorado Department of Agriculture (2001). Aside from their effects on production
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agriculture, the effects of noxious weeds can also degrade wild lands such as national forests,
state parks, county open space lands, and other natural areas. Such degradation may be
manifested in one or more of the following ways:

e Reduction of biological diversity; degrading ecosystem health, recreation values and
scenic beauty, all of which can negatively impact resource values generally associated
with uninfested areas

e Declines in terrestrial habitat for wildlife

e Increase in overland water flows, resulting in soil erosion and stream sedimentation,
causing a decline in water quality (Lacey et al. 1989)

e Alteration of ecosystem functions such as nutrient cycling, watershed stability, and
others.

Approximately three percent of all lands in Colorado were estimated to be occupied by invasive
plants at some density (Colorado Department of Agriculture 2001). Within Colorado, important
invasive plants are identified as “noxious weeds” under State agricultural laws, and listed as
either A, B, or C list species according to their potential threat to agricultural or wildland values
within the State. (The A list includes the newer invaders, generally less abundant with more
potential for eradication and control; the B and C list species include less important, and
generally more abundant species, which tend to be more widely established.) In Colorado there
are 18 plant species on the “A list”; 39 on the B list; and 14 species on the C list.

Each of the Colorado National Forests has identified “priority” invasive species. Priority Species
as defined in the Rocky Mountain Region Invasive Species Management Strategy, are species
which are low in abundance, have the ability to establish dominance in plant communities, and
invade a variety of relatively healthy ecosystems. Priority invasive plants by Forest are
identified in the Forest’s Invasive Species Action Plans, located on the internet at

http:/ /www.fs.fed.us/r2/resources/.

Current noxious weed management programs on Colorado national forests are preventing
substantial increases in total acres of invasive plant populations. Substantial increases in
noxious weeds on a broad scale are likely to have a measurable effect on long term health of
forest and rangelands on all forests. Where populations of invasives currently exist, population
expansion as a result of existing avenues would continue at the current estimated rate of 8-12%
annually, depending on species, site characteristics, and other variables (Hiebert and
Stubbendieck 1993). Indirect effects could result from the gradual steady encroachment of
newly established invasive plant populations over the long term, particularly if resources are
not available to conduct ongoing detection and treatment of new populations.

Forest Health — Invasive Species: Environmental Consequences
All Alternatives

In all alternatives, the placement of acres in roadless areas could over the long run have a lower
risk of invasive plant invasion and/or spread. The prohibitions on management activities limit
ground disturbing activities, and thereby reduce the likelihood of the spread of invasive
species.

The Invasive Species Executive Order 13112 (1999) directs federal agencies to use relevant
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programs and authorities to: (1) prevent the introduction of invasive species; (2) detect and
respond rapidly to and control invasive populations efficiently and safely; (3) accurately
monitor invasive populations; (4) provide for restoration of native species and habitat
conditions in ecosystems that have been invaded; and (5) promote public education on invasive
species.

In all alternatives, best management practices are implemented for all disturbance activities,
which are designed to minimize or prevent the spread of invasive species. These practices are
summarized as follows:

1. Use of certified weed free straw or mulch if re-seeding or other restoration practices are
used post-project.

2. Where gravel is imported for road surfacing, acquire from gravel pits which are
inspected and known to be weed free.

3. Inspection of seed by a seed lab, to ensure the absence of noxious weeds.

4. Washing of vehicles used in off-road operations such as skid trail construction, skidding,
or other equipment prior to entry into the Forest.

A complete listing of Best Management Practices for Invasive Plant prevention can be found at
http:/ /www fs.fed.us/12/resources/ and these practices should be applied to all ground-
disturbing activities.

Vehicular travel is widely accepted to be a major source of transport of exotic plant seed
throughout the western United States (Sheley et al. 1995, USDA Forest Service, 2003a). Other
mechanisms that spread noxious weeds include heavy equipment, humans, and livestock.
Linear construction zones are a short-term use for motorized transport to install linear facilities.
Because of the short-term use there is less likelihood of elevating the risk of invasive plant
import, establishment and spread than from road construction and use. When vegetative
manipulation (harvest, prescribed burning, etc.) opens the tree canopy and allows more
sunlight to reach the soil, site conditions are often created which are more favorable to invasion.
Transported seed in camping equipment, clothing and equipment unloaded from vehicles by
National Forest users is often inadvertently deposited, allowing new invasive plant populations
to become established. Under all alternatives, numerous natural mechanisms also spread weeds
including wildlife (birds, rodents, and big game), livestock, wind, and flowing water. After seed
is imported into an area, invasive plants are often able to successfully establish in certain
habitats even without ground disturbance, due to their aggressive nature and adaptability.
Once new populations are established by wind, wildlife, etc, any subsequent increases of
human activity and ground disturbance would likely accelerate the spread.

In all alternatives, road decommissioning may cause a gradual reduction in the likelihood of
imported seed. Cleaning of equipment prior to use and routine roadside monitoring for new
populations can minimize the likelihood of roadside populations spreading from the roadway
and/or harvest areas into native habitats. While roads can be a contributing factor to the import
of seed, they may also improve the ease with which invasive plant populations can be managed
due to improved access to the site. The traditional cost of chemical or mechanical treatment in
Colorado’s forests on an acre of weeds is approximately $50-75 where vehicle access is easy due
to the presence of roads or motorized trails. Comparatively, remote infestations cost 5-8 times
that amount, when treatment must occur through the use of horses, hiking, or other primitive
access.
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Under each alternative there are projected or foreseeable activities which would likely result in
ground disturbance, increased vehicle activity, construction and other activities. All activities
generally elevate the risk of invasive plant import, establishment, and spread. Comparisons of
alternatives disclose the estimated relative degree of elevated risk which could occur as a result
of the range of activities. In all alternatives, potential increases in the introduction or spread of
invasive plants would be minimized by implementing standard or required mitigation
measures.

Alternative 1- 2001 Roadless Rule

Under alternative 1, ground disturbance in the roadless areas resulting from potential future
road construction and other management activities is projected to be the lowest of the four
alternatives under consideration. By maintaining a high level of limitation on future road
construction or reconstruction and tree-cutting activities within roadless areas, the introduction
or spread of invasive plants would remain limited to the current rate of invasive species spread
resulting primarily from the natural mechanisms mentioned in the introductory part of this
section. The use of linear construction zones is not limited in this alternative. Although linear
construction zones are used for only a short duration of time, they do provide opportunities for
invasive species to become established. For those areas not included in roadless area
classification under this alternative or IRAs that have been substantially altered, new invasive
populations could more readily become established due to vehicular transport of seed, and
higher levels of human activity, thus the rate of spread would likely be expected to be higher.

Alternative 2- Colorado Roadless Rule (Proposed Action)

Under alternative 2, potential future ground disturbance resulting from management activities
is intermediate among the alternatives under consideration. Invasive plant expansion due to
vehicles and human activity, including foreseeable management activities, would likely be
somewhat higher than alternatives 1 and 4 and less than alternative 3.

Foreseeable activities that are increased from alternatives 1 and 4 include road construction and
tree-cutting for maintenance and restoration of ecosystem characteristics and community
protection purposes. Coal development is higher under this alternative than under alternative 1.
Although most roads constructed in this alternative are temporary, there is a moderate risk of
import of noxious weed seed for the length of the project. The use of linear construction zones is
limited in this alternative. Increased risks of invasive plant establishment and spread are only
expected in the small percentage of the CRA acreage wh